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INTRODUCTION

The Governor's Budget for 1984-85 proposed $4,372,000 as the State's share
toward construction of a second campus in the Rancho Santiago Community
College District. As adopted by the Legislature and recently signed by the
Governor, the final 1984-85 Budget Act appropriates these funds as Item
6870-301-146 (32), (33), and (34), conditional on the Commission's review
and favorable recommendation:

Funds appropriated in categories (32), (33), and (34) shall not be
available for expenditure sconer than 30 days following notifica-
tion by the Director of Finance to the Joant Legislative Budget
Committee and chairpersons of the fiscal committees of both houses
that these expenditures are justified. The basis of the director's
decision shall be the California Postsecondary Education Commission's
review and favorable recommendation of categories (32), (33), and
(34) 1n accordance with the provisions of Section 66904 of the
Education Code and Resolution 23-78 adopted by the commission on
September 11, 1978.

The commission's recommendation shall be based on, but not limited
to, consideration of the following factors:

a. enrollment projections for each campus, within the district's
boundaraes,

b. alternatives to construction of a new campus,

c. enrollment of the surrounding educational institutions

and the local commmunity during the planning process,

d. consideration of commuting time and public transportation
service within the district boundary and the i1mmediate service
area of the proposed campus,

e. program descriptions and justification for establishing these
programs on the proposed campus,

f. description of the physical, social, and demographic charac~
teristics of the location proposed for the new campus,

E. provisions to facilitate access for economically, education-
ally, and socially disadvantaged students,

h. need for construction of a new campus in FY 1984-85,

1. provisions to promote and maintain an ethnic balance 1in
instructional programs on both campuses based on the district
population such that both campuses would have the same type
and quality of instructional programs,



3. assurances that the district will function with a single
administrative unit and that there will be no duplication of
administrative programs or services on both campuses.

THE COMMISSION'S RESPONSIBILITIES FOR NEW CAMPUSES

Beyond the specific directives 1in the 1984-85 Budget Act, the Education Code
15 clear about the comprehensive responsibilities of the Commission 1n
reviewing new campuses and off-campus centers:

The Commission shall advise the Legislature and Governor regarding
the need for and location of new 1nstitutions and campuses of
public hagher education. [Section 22712(5)]

It 1is further the 1ntent of the Legislature that Calafornia com-

munity colleges shall not receive state funds for acquisition of

sites or construction of new institutions, branches, or off-campus
centers unless recommended by the commission. (Section 22712)

As suggested by the language in the Budget Act, the Commission's review of

new campuses 1s not simply that of another agency looking at the same things
as do the local boards of trustees, the Chancellor's Office of the Community
Colleges, the Department of Fimance, or the Office of the Legislative Ana-

lyst -~ all of whom play important roles 1in the facilities review process.

As Calafornia's statewide planning and coordinating agency for all of post-

secondary education, the Commission evaluates proposals from a broad perspec-
tive, taking into account their consequences for all segments of public and

independent education. In this way, the Commission tries to represent the

general public interest in both the specific location of major facilities

and long-range planning for their use.

With regard to facilities requests, the Commission engages 1n educational
planning: (1) ascertaining the social and economic characteristics of

populations from which institutions draw, and projecting trends into the

future; and (2) reviewing educational facilities, programs, and 1nstitutional
planning processes 1in light of these social and economic characteristics.

So, the Commission's review goes beyond merely determining the "need" for
additional campuses. It also tries to promote their effective integration
into the postsecondary system as a whole.

HOW THE COMMISSION REVIEWS PROPOSALS FOR NEW CAMPUSES

The Commission uses the following criteria, which 1t adopted 1in 1976 and has
published widely since then, to evaluate proposals for new campuses:



1. Enrollment projections should be sufficient to justify the establishment
of the campus.

2. Alternataves to establishing a campus should be considered.

3. Other segments, institutions, and the community in which the campus 1is
to be located should be consulted during the planning process of the new
campus.

4. The proposed campus should be located to serve the maximum number of
persons 1n the most effective manner

5 Projected enrollment demand on a Community College district should
exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing district campuses.

6. The establishment of a new Community College campus should not reduce
existing and projected enrollments in adjacent Community Colleges to a
level that would damage their economy of operation, or create excess
enrollment capacity at these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary
duplication of programs.

7. Enrollments projected for Community College campuses should be within a
reasonable commuting time of the campus, and should exceed the minimum
s1ze for a Community College district established by legislation (1,000
units of average daily attendance two yvears after opening).

8. Programs proposed for a new Community College campus should be designed
to meet demonstrated needs of the community.

9. The campus should facilitate access for the economically, educationally,
and socially disadvantaged

It 1s clear that the Legislature's concerns, as expressed in the 1984-85
Budget Act, closely parallel these Commission guidelines.

THE COMMISSION'S REVIEW OF THE CURRENT REQUEST
FROM THE RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

On June 10, 1984, the Commission's Policy Evaluation Committee considered an
initial draft of this report, discussed the background of the proposal for
the new campus with Commission staff, heard comments from officials of the
Rancho Santiago District, and then raised questions for further investi-
gation.

On June 18, three Commissioners toured the Rancho Santiago District and
reviewed 1ts proposal for the campus. In addition, Commission staff contacted
numerous 1ndividuals with an interest in the proposal, community leaders
concerned about the social and educational i1ssues raised by the request, and
members of the transportation planning staff for Orange County.



This Commission report 1s based on a review of materials from 1ts earlier
study, Community College Education 1n Orange County: The Challenge of

Growth During an Era of Limits (1977), and of extensive published data

concerning economic and social trends in Orange County; staff 1nterviews
with administrators and members of the Board of Trustees of the Rancho

Santiago District; and conversations with these additional individuals:

Larry Amaya, President, GI Forum

Max Anderson, Semior Civil Engineer, Transportation Planning Division,
Environmental Management Agency, County of Orange

Brian Austen, Construction Projects Planner, The Irvine Company
The Honorable Frederick Barerra, Mayor of the City of Orange

Edward Clifford, Director, Service Planning, Orange County Regional
Transit

Amin David, President, Los Amigos Organization, Anaheim

David Domohowski, Associate Vice President for Government Relations, The
Irvine Company

Maya Dunne, Acting Director, Orange County Fair Housing Project

T. Stephen Eastmond, 1984-85 President, Santa Ana College Academic Senate
Edward Hart, President, Saddieback Community College, North Campus

Hans H Jenny, Executive Vice President, Chapman College, Orange

Rusty Kennedy, Executive Director, The Human Relations Commission of
Orange County

Margaret Manson, Director, ESL Program, and Member, Non-Credit Continuing
Education Staff, Orange Adult Learning Center

Michael McGaughey, Senior Transportation Planner, Van Dell and Associates,
Inc., Irvine

Katherine Mennealy, Director, Orange Adult Learning Center

Joseph Newmeyer, Vice Chancellor for Finance and Facilities, North Orange
County Community College District

Orange County Bilingual Coalition, Santa Ana
Valerie Pryer, 1983-84 President, Associated Students, Santa Ana College

Sylvia Jimenez Singh, Human Relations Specialist, The Human Relations
Commission of Orange County

Karen L. Thomason, Director of Council Activities, Orange County Chamber
of Commerce

Barney Thompson, 1984-85 Vice President, Associated Students, Santa Ana
College

David Troublefield, 1984-85 President, Associated Students, Santa Ana
College

Zung Uong, 1984-85 Senator, Associated Students, Santa Ana College



In addition, other information was obtained from these agencies and documents:

California Department of Finance, Population Research Unit. Projectionms
for Enrollment in the Rancho Santiago Community College District, 1977,
1983, and 1984.

Center for Economic Research, Chapman College, Orange
Economic Development Corporation, Santa Ana

Five-Year Construction Plans, 1984-1989, for North Orange County Community
College District, Rancho Santiago Community College District, and
Saddleback Community College District

The Irvine Company, Master Plan for Development, 1984
Orange County Administrative Office, Forecast and Analysis Unit
Orange County Master Plan of Arterial Highways, 1984

Rancho Santiago Community College District, "Census Use Study, #1 and
#2," and various updates.

Santa Ana College, " Accreditation Self Study on Priorities," 1984,

The remaining sections of this report are organized as follows:

¢ A description of the current proposal from the perspective of the Rancho
Santiago District;

¢ A description of the Commission's initial review of 1976-78 and a haistory
of the proposed campus from 1980 to 1984;

& An analysis of the proposal based on the Commission's guidelines and the
directives 1n the 1984-85 Budget Act;

e Answers to questions posed by individual Commissioners; and

¢ Conclusions and recommendations.



ONE

THE RANCHO SANTIAGO PROPOSAL

The Rancho Santiago Community College District proposes to comstruct two
instructional buildings on 1ts 30-acre site in the Orange Canyon area of the
district (Map 1). The costs estimated into the foreseeable future are $14.3
million, as indicated i1n Table 1 on page 8. Of this total, the State 1s
likely to pay 80 percent. If funds are released soon, the two buildings
should be completed by the summer of 1985, and students enrolled that fall.

As Map 1 indicates, the district proposes to build 1ts new campus northeast
of 1ts current Santa Ana College campus, 1n the eastern portion of the dis-
trict at the base of the Santa Ana mountains near the Cleveland National

MAP I Community College Districts aand Public Colleges and
Universities 1in Orange County
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TABLE 1 Projected Costs of Further Developing the Orange
Canyon Site

Item of Expenditure Total Cost Fiscal Year
Instruction Building 1 (including

equipment) $2,397,000 1984-85
Instruction Building 2 (including

equipment) 2,451,000 1984-85
Library Books, first fomponent 297,000 1984-85
Purchase of another 46 acres

{Increment 2) 5,500,000 1986-87
Site development for Increment 2 826,841 1986-78
Working drawings for the buildings

of Increment 2 323,000 1986-87
Constructicn and equipment for

Increment 2 2,200,000 1987-88

Working drawings for the buildings

of Increment 3 360,000 1688-89
Construction and equipment for

increment 3

Total projected cost for developing
Orange Canyon (excluding
Increment 3) 514,354,841

Source: Rancho Santiago Community College District, 1984a.

Forest. It justifies construction on the basis that the district's total
eligible population increased by 70 percent between 1970 and 1980 and 1s
likely to 1ncrease by an additional 43 percent between 1980 and the year
2000 According to populatlon projections from the Forecast and Analysis
Unit of the Orange Cpunty Administrative Office, the Orange Canyon service
area will grow by 35,000 people during the next ten years -~ an increase of
24 percent.

In addition to population growth, the district i1s committed to the Orange
Canyon site because of a polatical agreement during the early 1970s. When
citizens 1in the Oraqge Unified School District voted to join the Rancho
Santiago District 1n‘1971 they were promised a campus of their own; and,
indeed, they approved a special 5-cent property tax over-ride to fund 1n1t131
construction. Approximately $3 million was generated from this tax until
Proposition 13 prohi‘lted all such over-rides. The district, however, kept
1ts promise to re31dgnts in the City of Orange by expending the money only

-8-



TABLE 2 Off-Campus Locations Where Instruction 1s Pz;ovz'ded in
the Rancho Santiago Community College District, 1983-84

Allstate Insurance Company, 1750 East Fourth Street, Santa Ana
Adult Learning Center, 541 North Lemon, Orange

American States Insurance Company, 400 North Tustin Avenue, Santa Ana
Bowers Museum, 2002 North Main Street, Santa Ana

Buena Park Fire Department, 8081 Western Avenue, Duena Park
Carehouse Convalescent Hospital, 1800 0ld Tustin Avenue, Santa Ana
Carpenters Apprentice Training Facility, 11561 Salinaz Drive, Garden Grove
Centennial Education Center, 2900 West Edinger, Santa Ana

Canyon Hills School Gymnasium, 260 South Tmperial Highway, Anaheim
Children's Hospital of Orange County, 1109 West La Veta, Orange

Canyon High School, 220 South Imperial Highway, Anaheim

Costa Mesa Fire Department No. 4, 2300 Placentia, Costa Mesa

Colleen O'Hara's Beauty Academy, 102 North Glassell, Orange

Ccalifornia School of Court Reporting, 1840 East Seventeenth Street, Santa Ana
Dental Technology Institute, 969 North Tustin Avenue, Orange

El Modena High School, 3920 Spring, Orange

Electrical Training Trust, 1210 South Wright, Santa Ana

Flavio Beauty Colleges, 850 North Tustin, Orange

Girard's College of Beauty, 3021 South Bristol, Santa Ana

Garden Grove Campus, 13162 Newhope Street, Garden Grove

Hillhaven Convalescen¢ Hospital, 920 West La Veta, Orange

Holmes & Narver, 999 Town and Country Road, Orange

ITT Cannon

Joint Powers Training Facility, 2400 East Orangewood, Anaheim
Joint Powers Training Center, 18301 Gothard, Huntington Beach
Kaiser Permanente Hospital, 441 Lakeview, Anaheim

Language and Assessment Center, Homer Plaza, Santa Ana

Mater Dei High School, 1202 West Edinger Avenue, Santa Ana

Mercy General Hospital, 2701 South Bristol, Santa Ana

Monroe Elementary School, 417 East Central, Santa Ana

Marinello Schools of Beauty, 906 North Main Street, Santa Ana
Pacific Lanes, 2015 West First Street, Santa Ana

Peralta Junior High Scheol, 2190 Canal, Orange

Rehabilitation Institute of Orange County, 1800 East La Veta, Orange
Riverside Elementary School, 4540 Riverdale, Anahelm

Riverview Hispital, 1901 North Fairview, Santa Ana

Santa Ana Fire Department, 1439 South Broadway, Santa Ana

Santa Ana high School, 520 West Walnut, Santa Ana

Santiago High School, 12342 Trasgk, Garden Grove

San Clemente Fire Department, 100 Avenida Presidio, San Clemente
Operations SER, 1926 West Seventeenth Street, Santa Ana

Santiago Elementary School, 2212 North Baker, Santa Ana
Saddleback High School, 2802 South Flower, Santa Ana

St. Joseph's Hispital, 1100 Stewart Drive, Orange

Smaith Tool, 17871 Von Karman, Irvine

University of California Medical Center, 101 The City Drive, Orange
Campus Child Center, 1302 North College, Santa Ana

Valley High School, 1801 South Greenville, Santa Ana

Villa Park High School, 18042 Taft, Orange

Western Medical Center, 1001 Horth Tustin, Santa Ana

_10-



district currently offers 2,000 classes each semester that lead to
degrees competency 1in 75 occupational programs, space limitations
in the Orange area preclude the increasing number of students

interested in participating in these courses from doing so.

Because it would be imprudent to equip leased facilities with expensive
laboratories or to modify them for specialized wvocational programs, the
district 1s forced to emphasize traditional lecture and discussion formats.
These restrictions on off-campus facilities further limit program offerings
for students whose opportunites for a full curriculum are possible only at

the Santa Ana campus or at other campuses in adjoining districts,

This

latter optiom 1s chesen by many students, since the Rancho Santiago District

has experienced a net outflow of students for several years.

One reason 1s

that many students must commute a considerable distance to Santa Ana College,
and this campus has limited space, with only 58 acres and 332,081 assignable

square feet (Map 3).

Its total capacity 1s now 167,000 Weekly Student

Contact Hours, or about 70 percent of the total of these hours generated in
the dastrict last year.

MAP 3 Campus of Santa Ana College
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Finally, even the Legislative Analyst, who opposes a campus in Orange Canyon
because of the modest growth projected for the entire district, estimates
that laboratory and library space in the district will fall 15 percent and
11 percent short, respectively, from the projected need in ten years (1984,
p. 1933).

Distract officials are convinced that all these factors together prove the
need for a major educational center in Orange Canyon Although they justify
the new campus 1n rather traditional ways (population growth and a political
commitment to the residents of Orange), they plan to develop the new campus
along i1nnovative lines. Rather than establishing a completely separate
college, they propose a single college with two campuses (Rancho Santiago
Community College District, n.d , p. 1):

Each campus of the one college shares one administration, one
curriculum, one catalog, one schedule of classes, one comm:ittee
system, one registration system, and one series of program and
course requirements. Faculty, administration, and other staff
rotate as the need requires, with faculty teaching on more than
one campus within the same week and administrators rotating as
often as on an annual basis Such a system does not duplicate
inter-collegiate teams, newspapers, band, or orchestras. Rather,
all students of the district have ready access to basic education
at each campus and are enabled to participate 1in unduplicated
activities or programs at the campus offering them. It 1s the
multi-campus college concept pioneered 1in Virginia, Florida,
Texas, and Oregon that the Rancho Santiage Community College
District proposes to build upon and improve in 1ts educational
planning.

This single-college concept 1s intended to unify the district and 1s especially
important 1f the profound socio-economic differences within its territory
are not to overwhelm coordination and result in each campus serving distinctly
different kinds of students.

-12-



TWO

HISTORY OF THE PROPOSED CAMPUS, 1976-1984

On November 3, 1976, the California Postsecondary Education Commission
received a letter from the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges
transmitting a request for approval for (1) a new campus 1n the Rancho
Santiago Community College District, (2) a new campus 1n the Saddleback Com-
munity College District, and (3) an existing "college without walls" 1in
Coast Community College District. At that time, the master plan of the
North Orange County Community College District indicated plans for another
campus in that District on land purchased years before, although the District
had not formally requested funds for comstruction.

THE COMMISSION'S INITIAL REVIEW, 1976-1977

The Commission's staff invested the next 18 months 1n study and produced two
extensive reports on the Community Colleges in Orange County. These reviewed
the demographic and economic growth of the County between 1940 and 1976,
opportunities for postsecondary education outside the Community Colleges,
local efforts to plan an orderly development of campuses, and the proposals
for new colleges from the four districts.

Based on the first review, the Commission in April 1977 reached the following
conclusions (1977, pp. 65-66):

There are three geographical areas 1n Orange County whach will
most likely experience rapid growth 1n the near future: the
Anaheim Hills-East Orange-East Yorba Linda area in the north, the
Irvine area 1n the center, and all areas around the San Diego
freeway south of El Toro [Map 4]. Each of these growth areas
needs a centrally-located campus, 1f population and enrollment
projections are accurate and if California continues to follow the
policy of providing a Community College campus for each distinct
geographic and soclro-economic area with enough people to support
one. Saddleback Community College exists now and should be
master-planned to accommodate the enrollment growth in the southern
portion of its District. Two new campuses, one near Irvine and
one in the Anaheim Hills area, should be constructed, since these
areas meet guidelines for new campuses according to the California
Postsecondary Education Commission.

Applying these guidelines Uo the existing districts in Orange
County, the following conclusions are apparent:

a. Saddleback District qualifies for another campus even 1f
Saddleback College 1s completed for 12,000 ADA . .3

_13_



MAP 4 Areas of Most Rapid crowth (Shaded) in Orange County
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b. Rancho Santiago qualifies for a new campus because 1ts pro-
jected on-campus graded enrollment for the year 2000 does
surpass 1ts physical capacity of 167,000 Weekly Student
Contact Hours, and the people 1in the Anaheim Hills-North
Orange area constitute a separate socio-economic region of
the District;

C. North Orange County District does not qualify for a new
campus because its physical capacity at existing colleges
substantially exceed projections for on-campus, graded enrollment
until the year 2000.

All in all, the Commission concluded that Orange County needed only three of
the four planned Community Colleges and that the campuses should be located
to serve the regional needs of Orange County's growth areas, without regard
to district boundaries. (Because they often stood to lose funds, most

Districts at that time restricted the flow of students across boundaries 1n

some way.) To implement these conclusions, the Commission took the following
actions:
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approved a second campus for the Saddleback Community College
District, which covered all of southern Orange County and had
developed a first campus distant from the expanding Irvine
area;

approved the request of the Coast Community College District
for a third college, Coastline Community College, on the
condition that the district file a report after the fairst
year of the college's operation to provide concrete evidence
that the College was taking steps to solve certain problems
associated with "open learning";

advised the North Orange District to suspend plans for developing
a campus on 1ts site in Yorba Linda. The district was advised
to continue serving residents at 1ts existing campuses and
through agreements with other districts which have campuses
that are more convenient for residents in the growth areas of
the North Orange District;

approved the request of the Rancho Santiago Community College

District for a new campus, on the condition that, (a) prior
to the final approval of a site for that campus, the governing
boards of the Rancho Santiago District and the North Orange
County Community College District would submit a mutual
resolution which stipulated that both districts had signed
binding 1interdistrict attendance agreements allowing the
"free flow" of students between them; (b) the site selected
for the second campus 1n the Rancho Santiago District would
best serve the needs of residents in the growth areas of both
distracts.

THE COMMISSION'S SECOND REVIEW, 1977-1978

In June 1977, the Governor vetoed State funds for the purchase of Rancho
Santiago's Orange Canyon campus. Following that action, the Department of
Finance asked the Commission to conduct a comprehensive study of Orange
County without regard to existing jurisdictional boundaries. In March 1978,
the Commission's staff submitted a report to the Commission which concluded
that only two new campuses were justified for all Orange County through the
year 2020 and that the existing boundaries and geography divided the growth
areas 1n such a way that the location of a campus at the Orange Canyon site
would lead to increasing pressures for the North Orange County Community
College District to develop a third campus in Yorba Linda.

During the ensuing months, the Rancho Santiago District conducted a study of
potential sites in the Anaheim Hills area so that the campus might be more
convenient for citizens in northeastern Orange County. Discussions reached
a stalemate during the summer after the Rancho Santiago study concluded that
no feasible site existed other than the Orange Canyon location Furthermore,
Proposition 13 dampened any expectations of immediate pressures for enrcllment
growth.
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On September 11, 1978, the Commission adopted the following resolution
regarding the Rancho Santiago District's plans:

WHEREAS, the [Rancho Santiago] District has represented that the
Irvine Company's offer to sell any land to the Rancho Santiago
District in the Orange Canyon area will soon be withdrawn, and

WHEREAS, the district has further represented that no comnstruction

plans, or construction, shall be commenced without approval by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission, and

WHEREAS, the California Postsecondary Education Commission 1is
withdrawing i1ts objection i1n a spirit of conciliation and coopera~
tion and 1t 1s the intent of the Commission that withdrawal of 1its
cbjection shall not be construed as approval for construction of
or use of this site for new educational facilities, therefore be
1t

RESOLVED, That the Commission withdraws 1ts objection to the

purchase, solely with local funds, of 30 acres in the Orange
Canyon area . . .,

RESOLVED, That this action 1s contingent upon a written agreement
by the Rancho Santiago Community College District that no con-

struction . . . shall occur on the Orange Canyon site without
approval of such construction by the Commission, and be 1t further
RESOLVED, That, although this purchase of land . . . will provide

two potential sites in northeastern Orange County for new educa-
tional facilities, the Commission reaffirms 1ts resolution that
only one new campus 15 needed to serve the educational needs of
the residents of northeastern Orange County.

Shortly after receiving the resolution, Rudolfo Montejano, President of the
Rancho Santiago Board of Trustees, wrote Director Callan "to inform you that
the Board agrees to the conditions of the Commission's Rescolution and expresses
appreciation to the Commission and staff for their efforts to preserve
reasonable flexib:ility 1n planning for the District's future educational
needs." The District then purchased the 30 acres offered by the Irvine
Company i1n Orange Canyon.

THE PROPOSED CAMPUS, 1580-1984

On March 25, 1980, the Rancho Santiago District asked the Chancellor's
Office of the California Community Colleges to review the site proposed for
the Orange Canyon campus. On Aprail 25, 1980, Edward Rogers, Dean of Facili-
ties Planning 1n the Chancellor's Office, wrote that the site should prove
to be an "excellent location from the standpoint of all elements evaluated,
including access to site, avarlability of utilities, nearness to major
accesses and airports, climate and atmospheric conditions, aesthetics,
academic plan, noise potential, ethnmic composition, and appraised value."
On June 1, 1982, the Chancellor's Office approved the plans for developing
the Orange Canyon campus but delayed transmitting the request to the Commis-
s1on until April 1984,
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As of May 1984, the Rancho Santiago District had purchased 30 acres of land
from the Irvine Company for a total cost of $1,912,500, and 1t had spent
over $312,000 in architectural fees to develop construction plans Its
additional expenditures have included $326,017 for services of consultants,
the installation of utilities, pads, and a 750-car parking lot The district
has relocated a small building to the site that contains a classroom and
space for administration. The proposed locations for the buildings and
their two-level floor plans are shown in Map 5.
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MAP 5 Site Plan and Building Floor Plans for the Orange Canyon Campus
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THREE

ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED CAMPUS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
COMMISSION GUIDELINES AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTIVES

Based on 1ts analysis of current and projected conditions 1n Orange County,
the Commission offers the following observations about the proposed Orange
Canyon campus in terms of 1ts nine criteria for review and the Legislature's
ten directives 1n the 1984-85 Budget Act. For ease of analysis, these
criteria and directives are combined into five themes:

THEME ONE: ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Commission Criterion 1: Enrollment projections shcould be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the campus.

Commission Criterion S: Projected enrollment demand on a Commun:ity
College district should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing
district campuses.

Legislative Directive A: [The Commission should base 1ts recommendation on]
enrollment projections for each campus, within the district's boundaries.

Legislative Directive B: [The Commission should consider] the need for
construction of a new campus i1n 1984-85.

During the Commission's two earlier studies, considerable evidence indicated
that 1ts two criteria for projected enrollments were met by the Rancho

Sant1ago Community College Distraict Table 3 on page 20 was constructed 1in
1977, using Department of Finance projections through the year 2000. On the

basis of these projections, the Commission reached the following conclusions
(1977, pp 49-52):

By 1985, the day graded [lster called credit] enrcllment in the
district would exceed the recommended maximum of 10,275 day
graded students for one campus (the threshold recommended by
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 1in 1969 (p.
VI-15)).

In the Fall Term, 1975, 92.6 percent of the total graded [credit]
Weekly Student Contact Hours (or 158,210 WSCH) occurred on
the Santa Ana campus. Assuming that percentage holds constant
and using Department of Finance projections, 15,134 graded
students will be on the Santa Ana campus in 1985, and they
will generate 172,222 WSCH on-campus-~-above the campus capacity
for graded studeats alone.

In justifying a second campus, the district used enrollment projec-
tions which assumed that 94 percent of total Weekly Student
Contact Hours should be held on-campus. Using this 94 percent
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TABLE 3 Department of Finance Enrollment Projections, Rancho
Santiago Community College District, February 25, 1977

Day Graded Evening Graded Ungraded Total -
Year Enroll. WSCH| Enroll. WSCH Enroll. WSCH Enroll. WSCH™
19762 8,595 94,528 6,522 53,311 8,288 46,496 23,405 194,335
1980 9,842 108,262 7,674 64,462 9,775 54,740 27,400 228,800
1985 10,325 113,575 8,593 72,181 11,137 62,367 30,300 250,800
1990 10,568 116,248 9,179 77,104 12,173 68,169 32,200 264,600
1995 10,826 119,086 8,958 75,247 12,817 71,775 33,250 272,600
2000 11,672 128,392 9,638 80,959 13,610 76,216 35,300 289,600

1. These columns represent revisions supplied by the Department of Finance
on March 1, 1977, and are not exact totals of the components in the left
hand columns.

2. Actual fall enrollment.

Source. Population Research Unit, California Department of Finance.

figure, the District projects that substanti1ally more WSCH will be
generated by the year 2000 than can be contained on the Santa Ana
campus, which had a maximum capacitly of 167,000 WSCH 1n 1976.
Under the 94 percent assumption 278,500 WSCH were projected to be
generated on-campus 1n the year 2000.
|

The 94 percent campus-based assumption, however, reversed the trend 1in
the District which was to offer more courses off-campus, especially
non-credit. The Commission staff believed that the district's
1975 on/off-campus ratio (of 69 3 percent on-campus) was better
educational policy than an attempt to bring 94 percent of all
students on-campus. Nevertheless, even using the Commission
staff's ratio for on- and off-campus enrollment, the WSCH pro-
jected to be on-campus in the year 2000 was still 28,000 beyond
the existing capacity of the Santa Ana campus.

Sevaral developments |since 1977, chief among them the property tax loss from
Proposition 13 and the State's subsequent fiscal crisis, undermined the
foundations of the Department of Finance's projections, as shown by the actual
course of enrollments over the past ten years 1n Table 4 on page 21.
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|

|
used for State fundlng) have remained within a relatively narrow range
between 210,000 and 250,000 for seven of the ten years. Of course, this
18 explalned 1nwpart by the limits on physical capacity within the
district, including 1ts off-campus operations.

2. Day credit and evening credit enrollments have consistently increased,
except for the year following Proposition 13 (1978) and the year of the
battle over student fees (1983). These increases appear to be caused by
population growth and the district’'s shifting emphasis from non-credit
to credit enrollments.

3. Saince 1978, the fluctuations in the total number of students and the
shifts between credit and non-credit enrollment 1s better explained by
the State's finance policies than by any other single factor, although
others (such as an influx of Vietnamese refugees and higher rates of
unemployment) play a role.

4. The decline of enrollment (from a high of 36,106 in 1981) and of Weekly
Student Contact Hours (247,379 1n 1981) to 29,157 and 222,223 respectively
in 1983 appears to be an aberration due more to fiscal stringency than

to any slackening in the demand for educational services.

This massive influence of fiscal pressures and financial incentives on
enrollments does not foster confidence in projecticns based on demographics
alone Rather, several other factors (to be described later) should also be
taken into account before reaching conclusions on "the potential"™ for enroll-
ment growth. |
Nevertheless, the Commission traditionally begins i1ts analysis with enroll-
ment projections. At this point there are three sets of projections: (1) a
ten-year projection for the entire district from the Department of Finance,
(2) a ten-year projection for the entire district from the Institutional
Research staff at Santa Ana College which relies heavily on population
estimates from the Cohnty of Orange and the attractiveness of a new campus,
and (3) a ten-year prOJectlon for the new campus alone from the Department
of Finance. |

Table 5 on page 23 compares the first two of these projections: the Depart-
ment of Finance's projections for the entire district with those developed
by the Institutional Reserach staff at Santa Ana College. The Department's
projections assume more permanence than does the Santa Ana staff to the
level of enrollment after declines in 1982 and 1983, when 250 classes were
cancelled. Therefore, the Department projects a very small increase between
1984 and 1992 1in day credit enrollments, 1in total enrollments, and i1n Weekly
Student Contact Hours (3 1, 4.7, and 2.9 percent, respectively).
|
Among other reasons, this projection led the Legislative Analyst to recommend

against constructing the new campus (1984, p 1934):
\

Consequently, given (1) the marginal increase 1in weekly student
contact hours projected for the district over the next ten years,
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TABLE 5 Department of F

student Contact

Finance (DOF) and
College District (RSccD) Projected Enrollment
Hours for the Entire District,

Rancho Santiago Community

s and Weekly

1984 Through 1992

Dav Credit Evening Credit Mon-Credit Total Enrollment WSCH
Year DOF R5CCD DOF RSCCD Both DOF RSCCD DOF
1984 13,160 (13,190) 11,200 (11,100) 7,160 31,520 (31,450) 239,800
1985 13,200 (14,040) 11,370 {(11,960) 7,200 33,200 (33,200) 240,200
1986 13,260 {14,210) 11,500 (12,100) 7,250 32,010 (33,560) 242,200
1987 13,380 (14,110) 11,650 {(12,510) 7,310 32,340 (33,930) 243,100
1988 13,540 (14,280) 11,790 (12,660) 7,400 32,720 (34,340) 246,100
1989 13,690 (14,440) 11,940 (12,810) 7,480 33,110 (34,730) 249,000
1990 13,640 (14,650) ‘11,970 (12,900) 7,460 33,070 (35,100) 247,200
1981 13,590 (14,950) 11,990 (13,270) 7,460 33,040 (35,540) 246,800
1992 13,570 (14,960) '11,990 (13,270) 7,460 33,020 (35,690) 246,700

Sources.__Ca11forn1a Departmen
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of Finance on the groun
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TABLE 6

Special Projection by the Population Research Unit,

Department of Finance, June 6,

1984, for the Orange Canyon

Campus, Rancho Santiago Community College District

Day Credit Evening Credit Non-Credit Total
Pro- Weekly  Pro- Weekly  Pro- Weekly Pro- Weekly
jected Student jJected Student jected Student jected  Student
Fall Enroil- Contact Enroll- Contact Enroll- Contact Enroll- Contact
Term ment Hours ment Hours ment Hours ment Hours
1984 3,780 40,400 2,860 18,800 3,250 18,800 9,890 78,000
1985 3,890 42,600 2,940 19,300 3,300 19,100 10,130 81,000
1986 4,610 52,300 3,480 22,900 3,350 19,400 11,440 94,600
1987 4,700 54,000 3,540 23,300 3,430 19,900 11,670 97,200
1988 4,780 55,500 3,610 23,700 3,470 20,100 11,860 99,300
1989 4,860 57,000 3,670 24,100 3,510 20,400 12,040 101,500
1990 4,980 58,900 3,760 24,700 3,560 20,600 12,300 104,200
1991 5,140 61,400 3,880 25,500 3,590 20,800 12,610 107,700
1992 5,240 63,300 3,960 26,000 3,630 21,100 12,830 110,400
1993 5,370 65,400 4,050 26,700 3,660 21,200 13,080 113,300
Nine-Year
Trends
(1984~ ‘
1993) +42.1% +61.8% +41.6% +42.0% +12 6% +12.8% +32.2% +45.3%
Note- See Appendix A for Methodelogy
Source: Department of Finance, Population Research Unit, June 6, 1984.

section), but that many students will come who are currently enrolled in
This pattern

existing facilities, typically those leased in the Orange area.

of migration is examined on pages 46-50 below

The Commission has always relied heavily on projections from the Department
of Finance when evaluating the 'meed" for a new campus. While continuing
this reliance, 1t 1s appropriate to ask the question: How accurate have the
Department's enrollment projections been for the Rancho Santiago Community
College Distraict?

In 1977, the Commission carefully studied the Department’s enrcllment projec-
tions for the Rancho Santiago Distict, and based 1ts approval of a new
campus 1n large measure on those projections. Table 7 compares those 1977
projections with the actual enrollments since.
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TABLE 7

Comparisoh of Actual Enrollments with 1977 Department

of Finance (DOF) Projections for the Rancho Santiago
Community College District, 1977, 1979, 1981, and

1983 |
Day Credit Enrolliment Evening Credit Enrollment Non-Credit Enrollment
DOF/ DOF/ DOF/
Year Actual _DOF Actual Actual DOF Actual  Actual DOF Actual
1977 8,302 8,980 +7.6% 6,928 6,810 -1.7% 11,958 8,670  -37.9%
|
1979 8,048 9,620 +16.3% 8,618 7,400 -16.5% 10,506 9,410 -11.6%
1981 11,287 10,250 =-10.1% 10,167 7,930 -28.2% 14,652 10,120  -44.8%
1983 12,347 10,470 -ﬁ?.Q% 10,240 8,310 ~-23.2% 6,570 10,670  +38.4%
|
DOF Projection in 1977 of Total Enrollment 1n 1983. 29,450
Actual Total Enrollment, Fall 1983. 29,157
\
DOF Projection in 1977 of Total Weekly Student Contact Hours in 1983. . . 237,600
Actual Total Weekly Student Contact Hours, Fall 1683. . 222,223
DOF Projection Compared to Actual Total Enrollment, Fall 1983 . .0.99% high
DOF Projection Compared:to Actual Total Weekly Student Contact Hours. . 6.47% high

Sources:

Table 7 suggests two general conclusions:

Santiago Community College District, 1984a.

Department of!Flnance, Population Research Unit, 1977; and Rancho

Farst, the year-to-year projections by the Department of Finance for
each category of enrollment (day-credit, evening credit, 2and non-

credit) were often wildly 1naccurate —-- ranging from an overestimate of

16.3 percent for day-credit enrollment 1n 1979 t
44.8 percent for non-credit enrollment 1in 1981.

o an underestimate of
As indicated 1n Table

4, one reason for this wide divergence were changes 1in the State's
finance formulas.

Second, despite the 1mmense variation in projections compared to actual
enrollments 1n these categories, the Department's 1977 projection of
total enrollment and weekly students contact hours for 1983 has proven

remarkably accurate -- an enrollment of 0.99 percent and 6.47 percent,
respectively (the difference in contact hours would probably have been
less without the funding crisis in 1983)

Overall, the Commission believes 1t is justified in relying on Department of

Finance projections for the long term.
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THEME TWO: CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

|
Commission Criterion 2: Alternatives to establishing a campus should be
considered. !

Legislative Directive B: [The Commission's recommendation shall be based
on] alternatives to construction of a new campus.

During the original needs study, the Rancho Santiago District analyzed three
alternatives to constructing another full-fledged campus: (1) expanding the
Santa Ana College campus; (2) increasing the number of off-campus locations;
and (3) using the facilities of other districts. At that time, the needs
study concluded (and the Commission agreed) that none of these was satisfac-
tory as a long-range strategy for serving ever-larger numbers of students.
The Commission staff has reviewed these alternatives again, and has come to
the same conclusion, for the following reasons:

e The existing Santa‘Ana campus could be expanded somewhat, but parking and
congestion would pose increasing problems. Since the campus is downtown,
1ts encroachment on the adjoining commercial property would be extremely
expensive. Furthermore the campus 1s distant from other areas of rapid
growth 1n the district and from other areas which are currently under-served.

e The educational effectiveness of off-campus locations 1s limited by the
regular purpose of those facilities. Typically, such locations can only
be used at nmight, and alterations to make them appropriate for college-
level 1instruction' (laberatory equipment, vocational tools, or computer
hardware) 1s not feasible. Already, 30 percent of the district's total
Weekly Student Contact Hours are conducted off-campus -- one of the
highest levels in the state.

e The district does 1n 2 sense "use" facilities i1n other districts because
of the "free flow" of students across boundaries. Nor is this "flow"
small: Almost 10,000 students from within Raocho Santiago's boundaries
enrolled elsewhere 1in 1982-83. In the fall term, 1982, almost as many
recent graduates of Santa Ana College '"feeder" hagh schools enrolled
out-of-district as those who enrolled at Santa Ana College (725 compared
to 898). |

|

In view of these facts, 1t would be inappropriate to require the Rancho

Santiago District to accommodate large numbers of new students in off-campus

locations or by requiring them to attend campuses i1n other districts
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THEME THREE: SERVING THE COMMUNITY AND THE DISADVANTAGED

|
Commission Criterion 8. Programs proposed for a new Community College
campus should be designed to meet demonstrated needs of the community.

Commission Criterion 9 The campus should facilitate access for the econom-
ically, educationally, and socially disadvantaged.

Legislative Directive F: [The Commission's review should include] a description
of the physical, social, and demographic characteristics of the location
proposed for the new campus.

Legislative Direchive G: [The Commission's recommendation shall be based
on]} prowvisions to facilitate access for economically, educationally, and
socially disadvantaged students.

Legislative Directive I: [The Commission should consider] provisions to
promote and maintain an ethnic balance in instructional programs on both
campuses based on the district population such that both campuses would
have the same type and quality of instructional programs

As mentioned earller,lthe areas of most rapid development within the Rancho
Santiago District are in east Orange, the Tustin Hills, and the Anaheim
Hi1lls region (Maps 6 and 7, pages 28 and 29). The Irvine Company alone
plans to develop subdivisions of over 12,000 units for 35,000 people 1n
these areas. Table 8 displays projections from the Orange County Administra-
tive Office for the community analysis areas nearest to the Orange Canyon
site. !

|

TABLE 8 Projections of Population in Community Analysis Areas
Nearest to the Orange Canyon Site

Community Actual Projected Projected
Analysis Area Population, 1980 Population, 1990 Population, 2000

Anaheim Hills 23,605 41,807 ( +77%) 51,083 (+116%)
Villa Park 7,590 8,218 ( +8%) 8,692 ( +15%)
East Orange 56,277 66,997 ( +19%) 71,874 ( +28%)
South Orange 1,838 8,725 (+375%) 20,310 (+1005%)
Canyon 1,254 3,160 (+152%) 4,532 (+261%)
Tustin Hills 11,909 23,968 (+101%) 32,215 {(+171%)
|
Source Institutional Research Qffice, Santa Ana College, 1984, p. 2,

which 1s cohgruent with Orange County Administrative Office,
1982, p. D2-Al.
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MAP & Areas with the Most New Home Construction 1n Northeastern

Orange County (shaded)
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1. villa Verdes, Placentia 17. Ridgeview, Anaheim Hills
2. Rellogg Terrace, Yorba Linda 18. Nohl Ranch, Anaheim
3. Country Homes, Yorba Linda 19. Hampton Court, Orange
4. Brock Estates, YorBa Linda 20. Autumn Radge, Orange
5. Brock Homes, Yorba Linda 21. Meadowbrook, Orange
6. Windemere Village, Yorba Linda 22, Ponderosa Homes, Orange
7. Green Hills, Yorba Linda 23. Town Square II, Santa Ana
8. Hidden Hill Estates, Yorba 24. Santiago Springs, Santa Ana
Linda } 25, Summerfield, Costa Mesa
2. Sun Country, Yorba 'Linda 26. Pentrldge Cove, Costa Mesa
10. Coventry Single Family Homes, 27. Cowan Hills, Orange
Yorba Linda | 28. Villeurbanne, Orange
11. Country Estates, Yorba Linda 29. High Horse Trails, Orange
12. Travis Ranch, Yorba Linda 30. Rocking Horse Ridge, Orange
13. Travis Country, Yorba Linda 31. Chateau Country, Orange
14, Hearthside, Orange Hills 32. Northwood Square, Irvine
15, Canyon Terrace, Anaheim Hills 33, Vista Filare, Irvine
16. East Hills, Anaheim ' 34, Woodside, Irvine
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MAP 7 Areas of New Home Construction in Northeastern Orange County
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District officials have recently wraitten (May 25, 1984, pp 1-2):

According to population projections of the Forecast and Analysis
Unit of the Orange County Administrative Office, the Orange Canyon
Campus service area will grow from a current population of 103,753
persons to 134,869 persons in 1992 -- an 1increase of 30 percent.
Based upon these figures, the district's institutional research
office conservatively projects an eligible population of 95,757
persons (18 years and over) that would result in 11,581 students
by the year 1992 as compared to 6,000 students currently enrolled
1n classes i1n the Orange service area. Furthermore, the total
district population 1s projected to increase by 13 perceat, going
from 417,731 persons in 1983 to 472,425 in 1992.... Recent studies
...show that the district's total eligible population increased by
70 percent between 1970 and 1980 and will increase by 43 percent
between 1980 and 2000.

Commission staff has discussed these assertions with experts in demographic
projections and with local officials and believes them to be reasonable,

given current trends and plans by developers.

Although aggregate population growth 1n any college's service area 1s an
important starting point for educational planning, the characteristics of
nearby communities 1s equally important. The areas closest to the Orange
Canyon site are depicted in Map 7 and described in a recent publication,

Moving to Los Angeles and Orange Counties (1983, pp. 58-61), as follows:

Tustin

To the north are the foothills. Although homes in this unincor-
porated area bear a Santa Ana address, 1ts affluent residents
i1dent1fy more with Tustin, calling 1t North Tustin. It 1s here
that some of the most elegant homes 1n the county are found,

ranging from large ranch-style to mansion estates. Many homes
here also have equestrian facilities. The luxurious and gracious

lifestyle of this area has earned 1t the nickname of Beverly Hills
of Orange County.

Orange/Villa Park

Dwellings 1n the caty of Orange are the older more mature cottages
and tract houses of the 1950s and 1960s It 1s 1n the newer Villa
Park, situated in the lower foothills, that the more exclusive and
luxurious homes are found. Enjoving one of the highest income per
capita levels 1n the nation, Villa Park offers some of the most

prestigious homes in the area, ranging from rambling ranch-style
to English Tudor.

Anaheim

Centrally located, Anaheim stretches from the lowlands of Cypress
and Garden Grove in the west and south to the foothills of the

Santa Ana Mountains in the east. A diversity of housing at prices
ranging from moderate to astromomical can be found i1n both the new
and the older well-established section of the city. Luxury homes
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in Anaheim Hills offer residents all the amen:ties of greenbelt
living with bike trails, excellent recreational facilities and
some of the southland's finest scenery...

An analysis of property values and rentals also suggests that the areas
around the Orange Canyon site are, on the average, more expensive than those
1n the older portions of the Rancho Santiago District -- Garden Grove and
Santa Ana -- as Table 9 below indicates.

In addition to the differences 1in housing costs between the newer and the
older areas of the Rancho Santiago District, the ethric mixture of residents
and students 1s also quite dirfferent, as shown in Table 10 on page 32,

Both the Commission's Criterion 9 and Legislative Directives G and I raise
the issue of access for the economically, socially, and educationally disad-
vantaged -~ a goal consistently promoted by the Commission From the begin-
ning of 1ts study eight years ago, the consequences of building a new campus
in affluent growth areas while maintaining a campus in the oldest section of
Santa Ana has raised a negative specter. Although district officials and
members of the Board of Trustees insist that these differences will not
result in unfortunate differences among the student bodies in Santa Ana and
Orange Canyon, several others 1n the community believe otherwise,

e Jean Forbath, Chair, Orange County Human Relations Commission-

The area planned for the new community college near Irvine Park
promises to be an exclusive, almost entirely white and affluent
community. .. One important impact of this new campus seems likely
to be increased racial isolation of low-income minority students

TABLE 9 Residential Real Estate Price Ranges, Central and
Northeastern Orange County, 1982-83

Community Median Price Range Rental Per Month
Anabheim/Anaheim Hills* 598,000 to $260,000 5400 to §1,000
Tustin/Tustin Hills* 150,000 to 400,000 400 to 2,500
Villa Park 350,000 to 600,000 900 to 2,500
Yorba Linda 130,000 to 200,000 350 to 1,200
Garden Grove 90,000 to 140,000 300 to 1,000
Santa Ana 115,000 to 200,000 400 to 1,000

*These two communities consist of older residences and newer ones in the
h1ills. Typically, homes 1n the hills tend to be priced somewhat higher
than existing dwellings.

Source: Moving to Los Angeles and Orange Counties, 1983, p. 39,
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TABLE 10 Comparison of the Percent of Total Enrollment from
Vvarious Areas in the Rancho Santiago District by
Ethnicity with the Percent of the Adult Population
in Those Areas, 1980

THE COMMUNITIES CLOSEST
T0 THE PROPOSED CAMPUS IN ORANGE CANYON

Ethni Anaheim Hills Villa Park East Orange Central Qrange Canyon
Group” Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop.

White 78%  85% 93%  92% 84%  85% 84%  85% T78%  95%
Black 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0
Indian 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1?
Asian 6 6 2 4 3 3 2 3 0
Spanish

Surname 8 7| 4 4 7 11 8 11 0 4

THE COMMUNITIES CLOSEST TO THE SANTA ANA CAMPUS

East West North Sauth Central
Ethni Graden Grove Santa Ana Santa Ana Santa Ana Santa Ana
Group Studts. Pop. Studts Pop. Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop. Studts. Pop.
T -

White 72% 78%  43%  65% 75%  76% 51%  68% 4l%  46%
Black 2 1 7 2 5 2 8 4 11 4
Indian 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1
Asian 1 6‘ 12 6 3 2 8 7 5 3
Spanish

Surname 10 14 24 26 12 10 21 21 33 46

THE RANCHO SANTIAGO DISTRICT AS A WHOLE
Ethnii

Group w—mw  Students Adult Population
White 69% 70%
Black 4 2

Indian
Asian 5 4
Spanish

Surname 14 23

1. Excludes the category tatled "other."

2. This anomaly stems from the fact that one of the nine students enrolled
from this community 1s Indian.

Source: Institutional Research Office, Santa Ana Colleg§i
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at Santa Ana College. This will be caused by the drain of affluent
anglo students from the Eastern part of the District going to the new
campus.... Any attempts to integrate both campuses will undoubtedly be
cancelled when the economic situation of the State worsens, which
seems 1nevitable They are also quate far apart, discouraging anything
but forced interchange.

¢ An Hispanic busipnessman in Anaheim:

There will be growth in the Orange area and Anaheim Hills, but
they will be upper class, well-to-do. Opening a campus there will
diffuse the efforts to integrate the Santa Ana campus.

® A bi-lingual educator:

The hill represents far more than a geographic barrier. The
people of downtown Orange simply won't accept that campus 1in the
same way as they have their facilities within walking distance.

An Asian student leader at the Santa Ana campus:

I have no doubt that the new campus will have rich students, and
that those who cannot speak English will go elsewhere.

Commission staff has discussed this 1ssue of integration with district
officials, whe understand that the '"natural" course of enrollments, 1f left
to themselves, would result in dramatically different student bodies. Further,
they are aware that preventing this differentiation will not be easy and
w1ll take continuwous efforts. They currently plan several strategies to mix
enrollments on both campuses.

1.

They have designed the "single college" concept, which treats the admin-
istration and faculty of the two campuses as a single unit, specifically
to help avoid such a split. If successful, this concept will avoid the
development of campuses that emphasize their uniqueness or try to serve
small portions of the district.

They will include as initial programs at the Orange Canyon site English
as a second language, computer science, business services, and secre-~
tarial skills. TIf the social characteristics of students currently
enrolled in these programs, as shown 1n Appendix B, are any indication,
large numbers of ethnic and racial minority students could be expected
to enroll in Orange Canyon, 1f transportation is convenient.

They are committed to monitoring earollments in courses and programs to
insure that balanced enrollment is achieved. An extensive data base has

already been developed especially for this purpose.

They plan to operate a shuttle service with a bus currently owned by the
district, thus encouraging students to enroll on both campuses.
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5. They are working with Regional Transit to help provide convenient trans-
portation to the new site, as i1ndicated on pages 36 and 39-40 below.

The Commission has some reservations that the "single college" arrangement
will last long, as noted on page 50 below, and it suggests that shuttle bus
service alsc be provided to the district's off-campus centers 1in the Orange
area. Nonetheless, 1t concludes that district administrators and faculty
have anticipated effectively the problems of promoting 1integration and
achieving a balance between the student bodies 1in Santa Ana and Orange
Canyon.

THEME FOUR: GEOGRAPHIC ACCESSIBILITY

Commission Criterion 4: The proposed campus should be located to serve
the maximum number of persons in the most cost-effective manner.

Legislative Directive D: [The Commission should consider] commuting hime
and public transportation service within the district boundary and the
immediate service areas of the proposed campus.

Numerous freeways interlace the more settled sections of Orange County and
link 1ts residents with Los Angeles to the north, Riverside to the east, and
San Diego to the south. But access by vehicle to the Orange Canyon site 1s
currently possible chiefly from the west on Chapman Avenue, a major thorough-
fare, or from the northwest on Santiago Canyon Road. The tramsportation
network throughout the district is shown on Map 8 below.

MAP 8 Campus and Major Off-Campus Center Sites of the Rancho
Santiago Community College District in Relation to Major
Thoroughfares

KEY.

SANTA ANA
COLLEGE

ADULT LEARNING
CENTER

‘ ORANGE CANYON CAMPUS i
| CENTENNIAL EDUCATION CENTER

Source: Rancho Santiago Community College District.
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Geographic accessibility clearly 1s important 1n locating a new campus. With
regard to Orange Canyon, three questions are most relevant. (1) What 1s the
commute time and distance from the outer portions of the service area to the
site? (2) When 1s highway construction likely to occur through the Anaheim

Ridge to the north of the site? (3) And how convenient is public transpor-

tation to the site?

Travel Time and Distance

Because the urbanized portion of the Rancho Santiago District 1is relatively
compact, travel time to the Orange Cnayon site from this area 1s modest
This 1s not true, however, for the vast territory to the north, where resi-
dents of Yorba Linda and the Anaheim Hills have to travel west on the River-
side Freeway around the rugged Anaheim Ridge and then south on the Newport
Freeway (Route 55). As 1indicated in Table 1l below, a one-way trip from
these areas to the Orange Canyon site under the best conditions takes at
least 23 minutes and would take longer during rush hours.

Proposed Highway Construction

Both the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the Postsecondary
Education Commission have used a half-hour as a reasonable maximum time for
commuting to Community Colleges from the outer reaches of their service
areas. As a result, during the Commission's first review of the proposed
site, its staff investigated in some detail the pattern of roads through the
Anaheim Ridge proposed by Orange County's 1976 Master Plan of Arterial
Highways Little progress has been made since then in penetrating this
ridge with a highway Nevertheless, some reasons exist for believing that
more convenient access to the Orange Canyon site will soon be possible (Map
9, page 37):

TABLE 11 Travel Time and Distances from the Anaheim Hills and
Yorba Linda Areas to the Orange Canyon Site Under
Ideal Driving Conditions

From the corner of Fairmont and Yorba Linda Boulevard (the center of Yorha
Linda), to Esperanza; to the Imperial Highway, to the Riverside Freeway
west; to the Newport Freeway south; to Chapman Avenue east, to the Orange
Canyon site:

Time* 23+ minutes Distance: 13.9 miles

From North Ranch Lake (center of the Anaheim Hills area), to Anaheim Hills
Road, to the Santa Ana Canyon Road; to the Imperial Highway; to the Riverside
Freeway west; to the Newport Freeway south; to Chapman Avenue east, to the
Orange Canyon site:

Time: 24+ minutes Distance: 14.9 miles

Source: Commission staff travel between noon and 1 p.m. on a weekday,
observing maximum posted speeds and encountering no traffic con-
gestion.
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e Extension of the Imperral Highway south (Loma Boulevard) 1s likely 1in
three years. Status: Construction by developers will proceed following
approval by the City of Orange, but complaints by residents are holding
up approval.

e Construction of Weir Canyon Road from the Riverside Freeway south to
Peters Canyon Road, and ultimately to the San Diego Freeway, 1s likely
within five years. Status: Timing dependent on development by the
Irvine Company, which owns most of the surrounding property. Construction
must be financed by developers.

e Construction of "the Eastern Tramsportation Corridor" 1s likely within 15
years. Status: This six lane freeway would be financed by federal,
county, and developer funds.

In addition, the County plans extensive improvements of roads around the
site between now and the year 2000 (Map 10, page 38).

Improved Public Transportation

As a whole, Orange County 1s not noted for an extensive and well-coordinated
system of public transportation. Nevertheless, the urban areas within the
central portion of the County are served by the Orange County Regional
Transit District, especially along Chapman Avenue through Orange (Bus Route
54 on Map 11, page 39). Service on Route 55 from East Orange to Santa Ana
18 less frequent (Table 12, page 40), but does provide access from the main
campus to east Chapman. The Director of Transportation Planning for the
Transit District indicates that both these lines will be extended to the
Orange Canyon site if the campus 1s constructed.
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MAP 9 Master Plan of Highways in Northeastern Orange County
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MAP 10 Improvements Planned in the Roads Around the Orange

Canyon Campus Site Between 1982 and 2000
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MAP 11 Major Bus Routes (54 and 55) That Could be Extended to
the Orange Canyon Site
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TABLE 12 Current Schedules of Bus Routes 54 and 55

ROUTE 54
MON THRU FRI WESTBOUND ' MON THRU FRI EASTEOUND

ROUTE 55 MON THRU
FRI SOUTHBOUND
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THEME FIVE: EFFECTS ON OTHER EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Commission Criterion 3: Other segments, institutions, and the community in
which the campus 1s to be located should be consulted during the planning
process of the new campus

Commussion Criterion 6: The establishment of a new Community College
campus should not reduce existing and projected enrollments in adjacent
Community Colleges to a level that would damage their economy of operation,
or create excess enrollment capacity at these institutions, or lead to unneces-
sary duplication of programs.

Legislative Directive C: [The Commssion should consider] enrollment of
the surrounding educational institutions and the local community during the
planning process.

Legislative Directive E: [The Commission should consider] program descrip-
tions and justification for establishing these programs on the proposed
campus.

Legislative Directive I: [The Commission should base its recommendation in
part on] provisions to promote and maintain an ethnic balance in instructional
programs on both campuses based on the district population such that both
campuses would have the same type and quality of instructional programs
(also considered under Theme Three: Serving the Community and the
Disadvantaged, pages 27-34 above).

Legislative Directive J: [The Commssion should be assured] that the
District will function with a single administrative umt and that there will be
no duplication of administrative programs or services on both campuses.

The probable impact of the Orange Canyon campus on other educational institu-
tions can be divided into four parts: (1) other nearby public campuses
(Fullerton College, Fullerton State University, Orange Coast College, Saddle-
back North Campus, and the University of California at Irvine); (2) independent
colleges; (3) the Santa Apa campus; and (4) the major off-campus centers 1in
the Orange area. (The Regional Area Vocational and Adult Education Councils
are no longer functioning in Orange County because their funding was eliminated
in 1978; thus information on the impact of the campus on vocational programs
1s not readily available.)

Public Colleges and Universities Outside the Rancho Santiago District

During the original planning process, staff at all of the public institutions
1n Orange County were informed of the proposed site, and none indicated
concern. During the current review, the two campuses which might be particu-
larly affected -- Fullerton Community College, whose service area includes
Yorba Linda, and Saddleback North Campus, which includes Tustin -- were
contacted by Commission staff. Because of the considerable population
growth in these areas and the extensive demand for student spaces in their
districts, staff at these colleges do not believe that their enrollments
will be heavily influenced by the Orange Canyon campus.
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MAP 12 Current Facilities at the Yorba Linda Continuing Education
Center of the North Orange County Community College District

1. Assessment Center
2, Forum

3. <Classrooms

4. Art, Business, and Home Econamics

Source: North Orange County Commun:ty College District "1985 Capital Outlay
Plan."

The North Orange Community College District which operates Fullerton Commu-
nity College, owns a large tract i1n Yorba Linda on Fairmont Boulevard and
has constructed four buildings on 1t as a continuing education center (Map
12). No State funds have been provided for this construction The district
does not plan a full-scale campus here, and consequently it 1s planning to
sell some of the land to a developer for a golf course. The major factor
against State funding for a campus here is that the district has substantial
unused capacity at 1ts Cypress College campus and will not qualify for such
funds under current State guidelines. After a highway i1s cut through the
Anaheim Hills, residents in Yorba Linda will have relatively convenient
access to campuses with credit offerings i1n both Orange Canyon and Fullerton,
and a continuing education center with non-credit courses and community
services 1in their own neighborhood.

Independent Colleges

Commission staff has sought to contact officials of the five 1independent
colleges and universities--apart from specialized professional and religious
institutions--within the service area of the Orange Canyon site: American
Pacafic University; Chapman College; Control Data Imstitute, South Baylor
University, and West Coast University, Orange Campus. Of those who responded,
none had objections to construction of the campus.
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Santa Ana College

The effect of the proposed campus on the Santa Ana campus will, of course,
be quite signficant, since they are in the same Community College Dastrict.
However, because the district enrclls far more students than currently
attend Santa Ana, 1t is difficult to believe that Santa Ana's enrollments
would decline significantly due to the new campus. Nonetheless, a number of
Santa Ana student leaders and some faculty members are concerned that the
new campus will drain resources away from the Santa Ana campus, which, of
course, 1s possible when any initijatives are pursued off-campus. Thas
concern and the belief that the new campus will serve only relatively affluent
portions of the district are the chief reasons for the negative results -- 4
to 11 -~ of a student leader poll conducted at the request of the Commission
(Appendix C).

Although the issue of a "resource drain" 1s always present 1in a multi-campus
district, Commission staff believes that the district has been quite con-
scientious 1in plamnming for a minimum of disruption. As noted earlier,
administrators and faculty have sought the effective integration of programs
and curricula at the two campuses. Using extensive data from the district's
institutional research office, a committee of faculty and academic deans has
worked to define criteria for program placement consonant with the concept
of a two-campus college and to identify where programs will fit best.
Nearly 60 faculty served on various committees or worked in departmental
meetings to refine these recommendations. The Decision Support System for
this effort ran to more than 2,000 pages (Rancho Santiago Community College
District, n.d., p. 2). Currently the district plans to distribute the
programs as follows:

MAJORS COURSES
(Degrees and Certificates Orange Canyon Campus 441
Orange Canyon Campus 38 Santa Ana Campus B83
Availability Availability
Both Campuses 32 Both Campuses 166
Orange Canyon Campus only 0 Alternate Scheduling 248
Santa Ana Campus only 66 Santa Ana Campus only 469

Table 13 lists the programs planned for the campuses. Review of this table
reveals (1) reasonable balance between what 1s a large campus (Santa Ana)
and a smaller operation (Orange Canyon); (2) equitable distribution of
popular programs (English as a second language, computer science, general
education requirements, business skills); and (3) attention to the ethnic
consequences of distributing programs to various locations (Appendix B lists
the current ethnic distribution of Santa Ana College students by course.)
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TABLE 13

College District

MAJORS AVAILABLE AT
BOTH ORANGE CANYOCN AND
SANTA ANA CAMPUSES

APPLIED ARTS AND SCIENCES

Administration of Justice-Law
Enforcement Option

Law Enforcement Certificate

Career Education (1f Family
Living Laboratory i1s built
at Orange Canyon)

Human Services Degree and
Certificate

Instructional Aide Degree
and Certificate

Instructional Aide - Early
Childhood Degrbe and
Certificate

Legal Assistance Degree and
Certaficate

BUSINESS

Accounting

Accounting Certificate

Bookkeeping !

Business Administration

Business Information Science

Business Management

Small Business Management
Degree and Certificate

Management Degree and Certi- |

ficate | |
Emphasis. Business and
Industry
Governmental
Pexrsonnel
Secretarial Degﬁee and Certi-

ficate
Secretarial - Legal
Secretarial - Medical
Secretarial - Office Training

HUMANITIES

English
Ethnic Studies - Chicano Studies

Planned Availability of Majors at the Orange Canyon
and Santa Ana Campuses of the Rancho Santiago Community

Liberal Arts

Music

Speech Communication
Women's Studies

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Architectural Technology Degree
and Certificate

Biological Science

Chemistry

Computer Science Degree and
Certificate

Electricity - Industrial

Pre-Engineering Review

Industrial Arts Teaching

Mathematics

SOCTAL SCIENCE

Economics
History

Political Science
Social Science
Sociclogy

MAJORS AVAILABLE AT THE
SANTA ANA CAMPUS ONLY

AFPLIED ARTS AND SCIENCES

Administration of Justice -
Corrections Option

Air Transportation

Ch11ld Development Degree
and Certificate

Dressmaking and Alteratlons
Certificate

Environmental Studies Degree
and Certificate

Family and Consumer Studies
Fashion Merchandising Degree
and Certificate



TABLE 13 (Continued)

Fire Science

Interior Design Merchandising

Nursing, LVN

Nursing, RN

Nutrition and Dietetics

Paramedic/Mobile Intensive
Care Degree and Certificate

Public Works Degree and
Certificate

Water Utility Science Degree
and Certificate

BUSINESS

Insurance - all programs

Library Technology

Medical Assistant - Adminis-
trative/Clerical Degree and
Certificate (due to need for
autoclave)

Real Estate Degree and
Certificate

Real Estate Escrow Degree and
Certificate

Retailing Management

Salesmanship Certificate

Secretarial - Bilingual Degree
and Certificate

HUMANITIES

Art

Art - Commercial

Dance

Ethnic Studies - Black Studies

Foreign Language

Journalism

Photographic Arts Degree and
Certificate

Theatre Arts

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Tune-Up and Electrical
Service
Automotive Machinist
Certificate
Botany
Chemistry
Dentaistry
Diesel and Heavy Equipment
Technology Degree and
Certificate
Drafting - Mechanical
Electronics Technology Degree
and Certificate
Engineering

Engineering - Drafting and
and Design Degree and
Certificate

Engineering - General

Geology

Medicine

Meteorclogy

Microbiology

Optometry

Pharmacy

Pharmacy Technology

Physics

Scaence

Surveying

Zoology

SOCTAL SCIENCE

Anthropology
Geography
Philosophy
Psychology

NOTE: Physacal education courses
would be offered at both campuses, as
facilities allow On the other hand,
physical education should not be
1dentified with intercollegiate
athletics, which would not be dupli-
cated, but subject to placement after
further study.

Automotive Technology Degree
and Certificate
Emphasis Automotive
Engine
Front End Alignment and
Brake Service
Powertrain Service



Off-Campus Centers

The impact of the proposed campus on the Adult Learning Center in Orange
concerns the Commission since the district plans to reduce 1ts enrollment or
eliminate it entirely after the Orange Canyon campus 1S opened. Although
housed 1n an old elementary school, the Orange Adult Learning Center has
well served many of the area's educational needs since 1971. The character-
istics of this Center are as follows:

12 classrooms.

11,000 assignable square feet of space.

6,500 "duplicated" headcount enrollment

2,500 "individual' headcount enrollment.
10 percent to 15 percent of total offerings are for credat, although
credit courses cannot be offered after Spring 1985 because the facility
does not meet Field Act earthquake standards {(Non-credit courses are
not covered by the Field Act.)

40 percent of the non-credit courses are English as a second language.

5 full-time 1nstructors and 100 part-time instructors.

No library.

Counseling available 43 hours a week.

In addition to the Adult Learning Center, the district enrolls 2,500 students
1n evening courses at El Modena High School approximately three miles west

of the Orange Canyon site. Here the emphasis is on credit instruction (only
10 percent being non-credit) so that El Modena 1s more of an "extension" of

the Santa Ana campus than it 1s a dastinctive, non-credit facilaty such as

the Adult Learning Center. El Modena's chief limitation 1s that it can only
be operated at night and its primary purpose 1s high school instruction

District officials contend that the extensive use of temporary, leased
facilities limits educational opportunities, since the full range of campus
services are not available -- a library tailored to the Community College
curriculum, vocational egquipment, modern computers, and areas for students
and faculty to socialize. One implication 1s that students attracted to
off-campus centers are different than those who attend a permanent, compre-
hensive campus Data on current enrollments withain the district support
this contention, as shown in Table 14 on the opposite page.

Without compelling evidence to the centrary, 1t 1s reasonable to assume that
the lack of comprehensive Community College-level facilities is responsible
for these differences between the Orange area and those in all other areas

of the district, whose students primarily attend Santa Ana College. In both
areas, Hispanic and Asian students attend non-credit courses heavily, since
these courses typically are English as a second language and usually require
only a classroom. Such instruction 1s enhanced, however, when students can

use computers and other mechanical means for language drill, or when they

have access to a full range of other courses.

The most obvious differences between the areas occur in the categories of
gender (a far higher percentage of women attend credit classes in the Orange
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TABLE 14 Selected Characteristics of Students Attending Credit
and Non-Credit Classes in the Orange Area and All
Other Areas of the Rancho Santiago Community College

District
Credit Students Non-Credit Students
Orange A1l Other Orange A11 Other

Characteristic Area Areas Area Areas
Ethnicaty: a a a

Asian 8% 144% 2% 4%

Black 3 4 1 2

Hispanic 11 16 20 65

White 743 63a 543 Ya

Other 4 5 23 22
Gender:

Female 62 45 67 41

Male 38 55 33 59
Time of Day:

Day Only 15 51 66 36

Night Only 72 37 29 64b

Both 12 12 5 4]
Credit Load.

Under Six Units 70 64 N.A N.A

Six to 11.9 Units 19 23 N.A. N.A

12 Units or More 11 13 N.A. N.A
Educational Objective:

Vocational/Employment 29 34 N.A N.A.

Transfer 25 27 N.A N A.

AA Degree Only 9 12 N.A N.A.

Personal Interest 31 19 N.A N A.

Other 6 7 N.A N A.
Number of Students: 3,462 21,781 3,254 8,174

a. Administrators and faculty members suggest that the actual number of
Asi1an students 1s considerably greater than these figures indicate.
They believe that many such students identify themselves in the other
category on the questionnaire,

b. A total of 18 students, which rounds to zero percent.

Source: Institutional Research Office, Santa Ana College, 1981, p. 3,
and 1984, pp. 5-6.
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area than elsewhere), credit load (a larger percentage take less than six
units per term in the Orange area than elsewhere), time of day (non-credit
dominates day enrcllment and credit night enrollment in the Orange area,
which 1s exactly reversed elsewhere), and educational objective (more students
1in the Orange area tend to be interested in "personal interest" courses than
elsewhere--31 percent compared to 19 percent). Although not shown 1n Table
13, another 28 percent of all non-credit students 1in the Orange area are
over 60 years of age, compared to two percent elsewhere This explains, at
least in part, the higher percentage of "personal interest'" objectives 1in
Orange.

From these data, two questions come to mind:

First, 1f the use of the Orange Adult Learning Center and other leased
facilities results 1n these enrollment patterns, why change them? It could
be argued that these centers serve the needs of special populations for
English as a second language, while students who desire the full-range of
courses and services probably attend Santa Ana College. However, that
answer 15 1nsufficient. Disadvantaged or ethnically diverse students are
different from "traditional" students i1n some ways, but not in all. It 1s a
profound disservice to assume that an educational institution has discharged
1ts obligation to culturally different students 1f 1t offers only effective
English training or low-level skills training. Much evidence suggests that,
once these students have achieved a certain threshold of education and
personal confidence, they are just as likely -- in some cases even more
so -- to aspire to transfer, professional, or highly skilled courses than
are students inclined toward higher education by family background. What 1s
needed 1s an effective bridge from their "non-credit" experience to the
progressively wider range of educational opportunities in a college curriculum.
The population growth in most portions of northeastern Orange County indicates
that, in addition to "off-campus community centers,' these people need a
full-fledged campus and that Santa Ana College simply cannot accommodate
them The major challenge 1s to integrate a new campus with the centers, in
terms of curriculum, counseling, and transportation.

The second question 1s: Should the Orange Canyon campus be expected to
serve the educational needs now being met primarily by the centers? For
example, wi1ll students currently enrolled at the Orange Adult Learning

Center attend the new campus if the Center 15 closed? The Commission does
not believe that many wi1ll, for several reasons:

1. The Center is part of the Orange community. "We need to be 1in the
community physically,”" said one teacher at the Center. 'Many walk here
from their neighborhoods, and they simply will not go over the hill as
their initial experience with college.™

2. The Santa Ana College Extended Opportunity Programs and Services has
been criticized for not being aggressive enough 1n outreach with Hispanic
and Black students, who now fill only 8 & percent and 3.7 percent,
respectively, of the spaces. Tony Amaya, chairman of the Orange County
Pro-Education Coalition and the GI Forum, has urged the college to
install more activities i1n high schools with large numbers of under-repre-
sented minorities, attain greater visibility for the college 1in the
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provide additional assistance for students in filling ocut applications
and 1n the transition to college (Appendix D). Institutions such as the
Adult Learning Center are an important element of this outreach.

In addition, the presence of college services nearby does appear to incCrease
enrollment by ethnic and racial minorities, as shown in Tables 15 and 16

TABLE 15 Ethnicity of Santa Ana College Students and the
Eligible Population of the Rancho Santiago
Community College District, 1983

Santa Ana College Enrollment District Population
Ethnicity In-District Qut-of-District Aged 18 and Above
Asian 16% 12% 4%
Black 4 3 2
Hispanic 19 10 23
White 57 71 69
Other 4 4 2

Source., Santa Ana College, 1984, p. 9.

TABLE 16 Ethnicity of Rancho Santiago District Students
and Adults in Four Areas of the District, 1980

Area and Population Asian Black Hispanic
Central Orange:
Students 2% 1% 8%
All Adults 3 1 11
East Orange:
Students 3 1 7
All Adults 3 1 11
Central Santa Ana:
Students 5 11 33
All Adults 3 4 46
South Santa Ana:
Students 8 8 21
All Adults 7 4 21

Source: Institutional Research Office, Santa Ana College, 1982, p. 14.
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Table 15 indicates that Black and Hispanic students enroll in higher propor-
tions when they are closer to Santa Ana College than when they live out-of-
district and are, presumably, farther away. Table 16 shows that the propor-
tion of Asian and Black students who live 1n Central or South Santa Ana 1s
higher than the proportion of these two ethnic groups in the community's
adult population as a whole. Conversely, the proportion of minority students
in the Central and East Orange areas merely equals or 1s lower than the
percentage of these communities' minority population, despite the courses
available in centers. This suggests that the existence of a convenient
collegiate-level campus 1s important for enrolling significant numbers of
minority students

In Budget Act Directive J, the Legislature instructs the Commission to seek
"assurances that the district will function with a single administrative
unit and that there will be no duplication of administrative programs or
services on both campuses.” The Commission concludes that the distraict's
"single college" concept provides this assurance, at least within the near
future (see page 33 above). Before adopting the concept the Rancho Santiago
District studied i1ts implementation at Portland Community College in Oregon,
Jacksonville Community College 1n Florida, Northern Virginia Community
College, and Terrant County Community College in Texas. Commission staff
has also reviewed these "single-college" experiments, as well as the experi-
ence of the Saddleback Community College District, which recently abandoned
the "single college" concept in favor of a more traditional "two-college"
approach.

Based on this review, the Commission believes that despite an i1nitial attrac-
tiveness, the single college method for governing two campuses 1s unstable

and 1s not likely to long endure. The reason 1s that the campus remains the
basic unit in public higher education, despite widely publicized experiments
with televised instruction and "storefront operations. Over time, campuses
tend to develop their own traditions, programs, and style  Thus by thear

nature, campuses within multi-campus systems usually become increasingly

independent and resistant to bureaucratic control, with the most renowned

institutions often the most vocal.

The Commission foresees that the "single college™ concept can help serve
three important purposes in the Rancho Santiago District: (1) to minimize
the need for new adminmistrators; (2) to smoothe the division of resources
between two comprehensive campuses, and (3) to provide a means to redress
ethnic imbalances between the two campuses. But the Commission suggests
that several other strategies beside "single college" governance will be
necessary to achieve these purposes. In view of 1ts concern and that of the
Legislature regarding this concept, the Commission believes that the State
should review the effectiveness of the district's "single college" concept
in achieving these purposes within five years.
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FOUR

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS POSED BY COMMISSIONERS

During discussions of the proposed Orange Canyon campus by the Commission's
Policy Evaluation Committee and during the visit of several Commissioners to
the Rancho Santiago District on June 18, many questions were raised for
further investigation. Most of these have been answered implicitly 1n the
preceding analys:is of the Commission's guidelines and legislative direc-
tives. Nevertheless, this section of the report answers all of these ques-
tions directly, even at the risk of repeating some information.

Is a New Campus Absolutely Needed?

Some kind of large, permanent, and comprehensive facility in northeastern
Orange County 1s required to serve the long-term needs for Community College
education of people 1n the area. Because Cypress College in the North
Orange County Community College District has considerable excess capacity,
1t 1s doubtful that the North Orange District will ever qualify for State
funds to build such a facility. Therefore, it 1s logical for the responsi-
bi1lity to rest with the Rancho Santiago District.

Do the Residents of the North Orange County Community College
District Understand That the New Campus Is Likely to Be the Last
One to Be Built Nearby and That It Will Have to Serve Them as Well?

Most people in the North Orange District who live west of Yorba Linda (see
Map 4 on page 14) are likely, because of distance, to attend Fullerton College,
1f they wish to attend a Community College. As the Commission has stated
repeatedly, those residents in the growth areas of eastern Orange County,
i1ncluding Yorba Linda, should not expect the State to comstruct a new campus
north of the Anaheaim Hills.

The Commission forwarded this recommendation to the Board of Trustees of the
North Orange District in 1977, and that Board responded with the resolution
contained in Appendix E. The Commission staff has discussed this matter
with staff in the North Orange District Office. If these actions do not
seem to be sufficient notice to the residents of the North Orange District,
another resolution to that effect 1s appropriate.

Is the Orange Canyon Location the Best One for a New Campus®

The site should be evaluated in terms of (1) 1ts geographic location and
ease of transportation access; (2) 1ts ability to attract a diversity of
students and to serve the needs of people throughout the district; and (3)
1ts cost to develop.

Location and Access: The Orange Canyon site 1s admttedly 1solated now,
partly because of the rugged terrain to the north and partly because 1t
lacks convenmient thoroughfares from any direction except the west. The
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Commission is convinced, however, that this isclation will gradually end

over the years, as development occurs throughout the region It 1s reasonable
to believe that by 1990, the Orange Canyon site will be near a four-lane

highway from the Riverside to the San Diego Freeways and, by the year 2000,

near a new six-lane "transportation corridor."

Attractiveness to Diverse Students: Without considerable effort, a campus
in the Orange Canyon area will not be able to attract a daversity of students.
Even with these efforts, 1t will never have the same kind of students as
does Santa Ana College, nor should it be expected to do so. However, instead
of being operated and evaluated as a separate entity, the campus and its
activities should be coordinated with all the rest 1in the Orange area and
considered together. With this approach, it 1s reasonable to expect a wide
diversity of students whose needs are met in several locations, both on and
off campus, and through several modes of instruction--credit and non-credit
courses, lecture and laboratory classes, and independent study.

Developmental Cost: Since the Rancho Santiago District already owns 30
acres of the Orange Canyon site and has an attractive offer to purchase
additional acreage, this site will be less expensive to develop than other
alternatives such as purchasing another site or altering an existing facility
in Orange. The District might use some of the Orange schools being closed
because of declining enrcllment, but the expense of converting them into
full-scale campuses with appropriate parking, lecture halls, and space for
vocationally-oriented programs would prove considerably more expensive than
the cost of developing the Orange Canyon site.

What Are Alternative Locations for a New Campus®

The practical alternatives are limited. Any location north of the Anaheim
Hills {several of which were 1nvestigated by the district and the Commission
staff in 1978) would be extremely expensive to purchase and, because of
required changes in the area's Master Plan for Development, would likely
delay opening the campus for a decade. If an existing buiding in an urban
area were chosen, 1t would have to be remodeled extensively and spaces for
parking provided at considerable expense. Nearby residents would likely
object strongly to creation of a 10,0060 to 20,000 student campus 1n their
midst, and city officials would likely oppose the 1dea as well. A more
practical alternative would be to use these existing facilities as adjuncts
to a campus, in the same way the district currently uses leased buildings.

Should Students Be "Forced" to Attend the New Campus
by Closing the Current Centers?

In terms of evening classes at the high schools in El Modena, Villa Park,
and Canyon (Anaheim Hills), there will probably be no disruption by moving
most of the classes to the Orange Canyon site because many of these classes
are for credit, and the high schools are relatively near the proposed site.

The situation 1s different with the Orange Adult Learning Center. This 1s a
distinctive facility, serving primarily as an entry point for students
needing English as a second language and vocational courses that do not
require specialized facilities. Furthermore, the Center 1s the only one
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which operates during the day and represents an independent "community
presence” for the Rancho Santiago District. The Commission believes that
some kind of Center, such as this one, should continue in Orange, although,
as discussed on page 46, the present building may not be suitable.

Are Program and Course Shifts the Only Way
to Insure Ethnic Diversity at the Crange Canyon Site?

No, although they are important ways. In addition, the Rancho Santiago

District should link the credit program on the new campus closely with the
non-credit program and pre-college offerings throughout the Orange area.

The district should insure that transportation 1s convenient between the
Orange Adult Learning Center (or 1its successor) and the new campus. The

assistance of numerous Hispanic, Black, and Asian leaders in the community
should be actively sought at each stage of the development. Finally, the
Extended Opportunity Program and Services should play an active role 1in

outreach within the Orange area to 1insure an orderly transition between

entry-level courses and more advanced training at the new campus.

Can the District Sell the Orange Canyon Site?

Not really, although the contract for 1its purchase provides that title to
the land will return to the Irvine Company at the original sale price 1f 1t
1s not developed into a Community College. The contract 1is quite detailed
and specific about the uses of the property, and allows no latitude for
significant changes in the plans or for land speculation. The only flexibil-
1ty comes 1in the option to purchase additional acres.

is the Santa Ana Campus Overcrowded?

No, primarily because the district enrolls 30 percent of 1ts total Weekly
Student Contact Hours off campus. Without these operations, the campus
would be sorely impacted.

The question 1s: How adequate are these off-campus facilities for educating
current students and those projected to enroll in the future? In terms of
an adequate range of educational opportunities and an orderly progression
through a comprehensive curriculum, the district 1s near 1its limit 1n using
leased or non-collegiate facilities.

What Is the Reaction of Other Institutions
of Postsecondary Education to the Proposed Campus®

Officals of other public and independent institutions contacted by Commission
staff have raised no objections The staff has not contacted religious or

professional institutions, assuming that the campus w1ll offer few courses

similar to theirs. Because Orange County lacks a Regional Area Vocataional

Education Council, 1t would be difficult to determine the opinion of most

private proprietary school operators. However, judging from both the proposed
College's site and 1ts planned curriculum, 1ts direct competition with such

schools appears minimal.
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If the Commission Does Not Approve the New Campus,
what Would Happen to the $4 Million in the 1984-85 Budget?

It would revert to the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education and,
unless appropriated during the current fiscal year, would remaln an unappro-
priated balance available for future use. However, 1t 1s not possible to
say when, where, or how the Legislature would choose to spend this or any

other available funds. The relatively modest size of the appropriation -- $4
million -- does not make 1t a crucial element 1n establishing legislative
pricrities.

How Will Construction of This Campus Affect the Operations Budget of
the Rancho Santiago District and of Community College Districts Statewide?

Since Assembly Bill 8 of 1979, the total funding available for the Community
Colleges has been "capped.” Since Assembly Bill 1369 of 1981, the State
imposed an "enrollment-funding management system’ whereby the Chancellor's
Office of the California Community Colleges annually apportions a number of
dollars available for funded enrollment growth to each district, taking into
account the district's projected growth of adult population, unemployment,
and the number of refugees. Although enrollment in the Rancho Santiago
District has declined over the past two years, the Commission believes that
this 1s more the result of the recent recession than a "natural' decline 1in
the demand for Community College education in the district. The likely
effect of the forthcoming statewide student fee on future enrollments cannot
be determined, but 1t does not appear likely to change the long-range enroll-
ment demand in the district.

Even without a new campus, the district has a considerable ability to generate
new enrollments by adding popular classes elsewhere. But even so, 1t cannot
receive State funds above the funded limit established by the Chancellor's

Office. Therefore, 1f 1t 1s presumed that the increased demand for student

spaces will be met somehow, the construction of a new campus should have a

minimal effect on funded enrollments i1in the short run and only a limited one
in the long run

Do Any Groups 1n the Community Oppose Construction
of the Proposed Campus®

No groups have opposed coastruction 1n the press or through formal channels,
although several people have expressed concerns, as stated on pages 31 and
33. The Commission believes that these perspectives are quite important
and, while they are not persuasive regarding abandonment of the Orange
Canyon site, they should be taken into account in planning a comprehensive
strategy to meet the educational needs of the people of Orange, Anaheim, and
Garden Grove.
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FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on 1ts review of the proposed Orange Canyon campus, and taking 1nto
account 1ts own criteria for evaluating proposed campuses and legislative
directives about this particular campus, the Commission offers the following
12 conclusions:

1.

The demand for Community College education in northeastern and central
Orange County 1s substantial and growing because of both population
growth and the needs of special populations with English language deficien~
cles,

Thais growth in student demand cannot be adequately met by expanding
Santa Ana College, by increasing the number or size of leased facilities,
or by redirecting more students to exXxisting campuses 1n other parts of
the county.

In 1977, the Commission concluded that the lack of appropriate alterna-
tives to meet this projected demand Justified a new campus in the Rancho
Santiago Community College District. The Commission approved the request
of the Rancho Santiago District for a new campus on the condition that
(1) prior to the final approval of a site for that campus, the governing
boards of the Rancho Santiago District and the North Orange County
Community College District submit a mutual resolution which stipulated
that both districts had signed binding 1nterdistrict attendance agreements
allowing the "free flow" of students between them; and (2) the site
selected for the second campus 1n the Rancho Santiago District would
best serve the needs of residents in the growth areas of both districts.
The districts complied with these conditions 1n 1977.

The Rancho Santiagoe District purchased 30 acres in the Orange Canyon
area, south of the previously inaccessible Anaheim Hills ridge which
makes transportation to and from the north difficult. This 1solation
will gradually end over the years, as development occurs throughout the
region. By 1990, a four-lane highway linking the Riverside and San
Diego Freeways will most likely be constructed near the Grange Canyon
site and 1t will be followed before the year 2000 by a six-lane "trans-
portation corridor"” between these two freeways.

The Department of Finance has recently projected that a new campus
located in Orange Canyon will have a total enrollment of 13,000 students
by 1993, including those enrolled for credit in day and evening courses
and 1n non-credit classes. Further, the Department projects that such
a new campus will generate 113,300 Weekly Student Contact Hours by 1993.
These projections far surpass the minimum thresholds traditionally used
by the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the Postsecondary
Education Commission in approving new Community College campuses

The accuracy of the Department of Finance's projections 1n the aggregate
for the Rancho Santiago District Justify confidence in the campus-specific
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10.

11.

projections, and plans for developing the surrounding land indicate that
the enrollment growth projected for the new campus 1s reasonable.

The community that surrounds the proposed campus 1s different from those
throughout the rest of the Rancho Santiago District, in that it has hagh
per capita income and low ethnic minority representation While the
campus should serve these nearby residents, i1t would be a disservice to
students and to residents throughout the district 1f the new campus did
not attract a student body diverse in terms of economic and social
characteristics.

This diversity will not occur without conscious strategies accomplished
long-term. These strategies include:

e Implementation of the district’s "single college" concept, which
treats the administration and faculty of both campuses as a single
unit;

. Introduction of curricula and courses at the Orange Canyon site, as
proposed by the district, that reflects the existing pattern of
enrollment i1n similar courses at Santa Ana College and elsewhere 1in
the district, so that the offerings will appeal to, and meet the
needs of, members of ethnic minority groups.

° Operation of a shuttle-bus service between the Santa Ana and Orange
Canyon campuses, as planned by the distraict, and possible provision
of similar service to the Orange Adult Learning Center and other
areas 1in the City of Orange,

e Turther the district effort by working with the Orange County Regional
Transit Dastrict to provide convenient transportation to the new
s1te;

® Active seeking of assistance from Hispanic, Black, and Asian leaders
in the Orange and Santa Ana communities at each stage of the
site's development; and

¢ Expansion of the district's Extended Opportunity Program and Services
in outreach activities within the Orange area to help insure an
orderly transition between entry level course within the Adult
Learning Center and more advanced education at proposed site.

Through coordination of curricula and courses, the proposed campus will
not adversely affect enrollments at Santa Ana College, especially since
the College generates only 70 percent of the district's total Weekly
Student Contact Hours

The geographical location and proposed curriculum of the new campus
suggest that its operation will have minimal, 1f any, effect on the
enrollments of existing public and independent colleges and universities
in Orange County, or on private proprietary schools 1n the area.

The Orange Adult Learning Center has met many educational needs of the
€1ty of Orange for more than a decade, but the educational effectiveness
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of most off-campus centers is limited by their style of construction or
their current daytime purpose if available only at night. Typically
such centers are not able to offer a full range of courses because of a
lack of a library tailored to a college curriculum, vocational equipment,
modern computers, and areas for students and faculty to socialize. They
can provide, however, an important 1nitial experience with Community
College instruction, especially in English and entry level vocational
skills. For that reason, it would not be a sound strategy to eliminate
the major of f-campus centers or courses 1f the proposed campus 18 opened

12. Transferring all or the majority of courses from the City of Orange to
the Orange Canyon site will likely diminish the enrollment and limit the
educational opportunities of many disadvantaged people 1n Orange who
would be reluctant to "go over the hill" to the new campus, especially
1f they have had limited experience with postsecondary education.
Educational opportunities at the new site should thus be carefully
coordinated with improved courses, services, and facilities throughout
the City of Orange and that portion of Garden Grove within the Rancho
Santiago Distraict.

Stemming from these conclusions, the Commission adopts the following resolution:
WHEREAS, the Education Code and the 1984-85 Budget Act require the Commission

to review the proposed Orange Canyon campus 1in the Rancho Santiago Community
College District of Orange County, and

WHEREAS, the Commission has evaluated the proposal for this new campus

according to the directives of the Legislature and its own guidelines, 1n
terms of enrollment projections, alternatives to a new campus, service to
the community and disadvantaged people, geographic accessibility, and 1its
effect on other educational institutions, and

WHEREAS, the Commission concludes that enrollment projections justify one
new major facility in northeastern Orange County, and

WHEREAS, the Rancho Santiago District has chosen a site for this facility in
the Orange Canyon area and now owns 30 acres of land that it has improved
with a parking lot end utility connections, and

WHEREAS, an examination of the alternatives to building the campus indicates
that they could not provide 1ts educational opportunities without far greater
cost and significant delay, and

WHEREAS, evidence suggests that the Orange Canyon site will soon have more
direct access to the Anaheim Hills and Yorba Linda areas in the north than
is now available, and

WHEREAS, the Commission 1s concerned that, although the new campus 18 needed
to accommodate enrollment growth and provide better education in the northern
portions of the Rancho Santiago District, 1its location may result an its
serving a narrow range of people and that the socio-economic and ethnic
characteristics of its student body might not reflect the characteristics of
residents 1o the District as a whole, therefore be 1t
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RESOLVED, that the California Postsecondary Education Commission approves
construction of the two buildings and the purchase of library books for the
Orange Canyon site as funded in the 1984-85 Budget, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends that the Legislature and Governor
not appropriate any funds after 1984-85 to purchase additional land or to
construct additional buildings on the site, until the operation of the
Orange Canyon campus can be evaluated fully, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, that, for the purposes of this evaluation, the Commission recommends
that the Legislature and Governor require a report from the Rancho Santiago
Community College District which includes at least the following:

1. A comparison of the socio-economic and ethnic characteristics of students
attending classes at Santa Ana College, at the Orange Canyon campus, and
at all other major off-campus centers, in terms of day credit students,
night credit students, and non-credit students;

2. A description of how the people 1n the City of Orange were served by the
District before and after construction of the Orange Canyon campus,
together with reasons for the changes;

3. A description of changes in the transportation system in northeastern
Orange County and evidence of progress 1n making access for residents of
the Anaheim Hills and Yorba Linda areas more convenient to the Orange
Canyon site;

4. Evidence that the operation of the Orange Canyon campus has been effec-
tively coordinated with the system of off-campus centers and courses
throughout the district, and that these off-campus facilities have been
improved, wherever feasible; and

5. Evidence of progress 1in implementing the "one college” concept through-
out the Distraict.

And be 1t further

RESOLVED, that the Commission advise the Rancho Santiago Community College
District to include community groups in planning the educational activities
and promoting equal educatiopal opportunity at the Orange Canvyon site,

And be 1t further

RESOLVED, that the Commission urge the City of Orange and all other parties
responsible for the transportation network to construct roads or provide
convenient service to the Orange Canyon site from northeastern Orange County,

And be 1t further

RESOLVED, that the Commission reaffirm 1ts earlier conclusicn that only one
new major facility is needed to serve the educational needs of the residents
of northeastern Orange County through the year 2000.
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APPENDIX A

Notes on Data, Methodology, and Assumptions
of the Department of Finance in Its June 6, 1984,
Special Projection of the Orange Canyon Campus

DATA USED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
AS A BASIS FOR THE PROJECTIONS

Community College Form CCAF 130 and 131, fall enrollment data for the past
five years and CCAF 320 reports for the Rancho Santiago Community College
District;

High schocl graduates (day grads) from Orange Canyon area feeder high schools,
1980 to 1983 (California Basic Education Data Systems, Department of Educa-
tion);

May 1984 up-date to Demographics Pertaining to RSCCD Orange Canyon Campus

S5ite, published by Sanﬁa Ana College, Institutional Research Unit

METHODOLOGY

The Ranche Santiago District total credit enrollment 15 projected assuming
an increase 1in the number of first-time freshmen, under 20 years of age,
enrolled for credit resulting from the construction of the Orange Canyon
campus. The difference between this enrollment projection and the Department
of Finance projection (total credit enrollment for the District as a whole)
1s assumed to represent the excess enrollment generated by the establishment
of the Canyon campus. Total credit enrollment used for this special projec-
tion 1s an average of| this difference and the projection computed by the
Institutional Research|Office at Santa Ana College.

Non-credit enrcllment for the Canyon campus 1in the spring of 1984 was 47
percent of the total daistrict's non-cred:it enrollment. It 1s assumed that
this proportion will remain constant from 1984 to 1993 and non-credit enroll-
ment at the Canyon Campus is thus derived.

Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) for each of the categories of enrollment
are projected applylng‘average Weekly Student Contact Hours to the respective
enrollment category projection. The sum of day, evening, and non-credit
fall enrollment and annual WSCH 1s then computed.
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ASSUMPTIONS (excerpts from the Explanation by the Department of Finance)

The graduates from the Orange Canyon area high schools have averaged 53
percent of the total high school graduates within the entire District

for the past four years. This proportion 1s assumed to remain constant
over the next ten years, and is applied to the projection of total high
school graduates from the entire district.

First-time freshmen 19 years of age and under who have previously
attended high schools 1in the Canyon campus area averaged 17.42 percent
of the "day" graduates over the past five years. This proportion 1s
applied to the projected high school graduates in June 1984 to project
the number of first-time freshmen from the Canyon area feeder high
schools, under 20 years of age, who would enroll for credit in Fall
1984. This proportion is gradually increased up to 23.5 percent 1n
1993 to reflect the 1increasing attraction of permanent facilities 1in
the Canyon area.

Full-time freshmen, under 20 years of age, who were from the Orange
Canyon area and enrolled for credit averaged 56.4 percent of all the
full-time freshmen, under 20 years of age, during the past five years,
who enrolled for credit. This proportion 1s used to project the total
district full-time freshmen in 1984 and 1s i1ncreased gradually to 60.5
percent in 1993 to reflect the increasing attraction of permanent
facilities in the Canyon area.

The projected total number of first-time freshmen enrolled for credit
in the entire district 1s computed for all projection years and 1s used
to derive a projection of total credit enrollment for the District as a
whole, assuming the construction of a campus at the Orange Canyon site.
In the Fall of 1983, the first-time freshmen, under 20 years of age,
who enrolled for credit represented 2.4 percent of total credit enroll-
ment. This proportion is assumed to be constant throughout the projec-
tion years and so provides the basis for projecting total credit enroll-
ment.

For the past five years, the day enrollment averaged 56 percent of
total credit enrollment in the Distraict. It 1s assumed that this
proportion will 1increase slightly to 57 percent 1in 1984 and remain
constant throughout the projection. Day enrollment 1s thus derived for
the Canyon campus.

Day full-time enrollment in the district during the Fall of 1983 was 27
percent of total day credit enrollment. This proportion is applied to
the estimated day enrollment for the Canyon Campus to derive the full-
time day enrollment 1n 1984. This proportion 1s then increased gradually
to 35.5 percent in 1993 to reflect the increasing number of younger
people 1n the Orange Canyon area

For the past five years, full-time evening enrollment averaged 2.7
percent of total evening credit enrollment. It 1s assumed that this
proportion will remain constant throughout the projection. Evening
full-time enrollment 1s thus derived for the Canyon campus.
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10.

11.

12.

The average WSCH for each Fall during the past five years 1s calculated
and then the average WSCH/enrollment 1s applied to the projected enroll-~
ment in each of the categories (day fuli-time, day part-time, evening
full-time, and evening part-time) for the Canyon campus. The day
full-time average WSCH 1s increased slightly over the projected years
to reflect the increase 1n full-time day enrollment.

Day and evening WSCH for the fall in each category of enrollments are
then adjusted to include positive attendance WSCH. Then, these are
added to compute the equivalent of annual WSCH. It 1s assumed that the
ratio between Fall WSCH averaged over the past five years will also
apply at the Canyon campus. It is also assumed that the ratic between
Fall census week attendance and annual WSCH 1ncluding positive attendance
for the District as a whole during the past five years will apply at
the Canyon campus.

Annual day and evening WSCH are then computed for the credit category.

Non-credit enrollment at the Canyon campus is assumed to remain at 47
percent of projected total enrollment for the District, according to
the pattern of the past five years.

Non-credit WSCH (including positive attendance and on an annualized
basis) 1s projected by applying an average annual WSCH to projected

enrollment, which 1s an average of the non-credit annual WSCH averaged
over the past five years for the District as a whole.
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APPENDIX C

Responses to an Opinion Poll of Student Leaders at Santa Ana
College Concerning the Proposed Orange Canyon Campus, June 1984

ASSOCIATED STUDENTS

Santa Ana College
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA

RESULTS OF ASSAC POLL ON THE ORANGE CANYON CAMPUS

Total Yes : 4

Total No :

—65-
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Name ASSAC Position  Approve of Comstruction?
Laura Jessen Senator no
Ed Smith Senator no
Martin Angel | '83~'84 v.P. yes
Zung Uong Senator no
Brian Bell '83-'84 V.P. no
Barney Thompson '84-"85 V.P. no
David Troublefield '84-"85 President no
David Loberg Senator no
Karen Gayer | Senator no
Imelda Gonzalez Commissioner no
Kenneth Kramer ‘ '82-'83 President yes
Judy Prentice Commissioner no
Jules Rivera | Senator no
Cari delamare '82-'83 V.P. yes
Total Polled : }4 Total Yes : 3 Total No : 11
Percent Yes : 21% Percent No : 79%
ADD:
Valewia. Pryer | 83-84 President yes



APPENDIX D

Cricicism of the Extended Opportunity Programs and
Services at Santa Ana College

8anta Ana College Program
Is Criticized by Minority Coalition
Group Cites Decline in Percentage of Latino and
Black Students; Dean Defends School’s Efforts

* 8y DAVID REYES, Tymes Staff Writer

An Orange County minonty coaliion critctzed Santa
Ana College’s opportunities program for disadvantaged
#tudents Tuesday becsuse Latino and biack student
enrollment has dropped considerably

Larry Amaya, Orange County Coalition for Pro
Educatien chairman, said the volunteer organization is
cancerned about the decline of Latino and bilack

students in the college’s Extended Opportunities Pro-
grams and Services {EOPS). The enrollment of minori-
ties, he sand, from a peak of 28.5% Latino and
;'958? IBJ;ack m 1979-80 t0 8.8% and 3.7%, respectively, m

“We want the state (chancellor's office) to audit the
program and to withhold funds, if necessary, until the

problem is rectified,” Amaya told a Santa Ana news
conference. He 18 the county chairman of the American

G L Forum, a Latino velerans group

A spokesman for the chancellor's office could not be
reached for comment.

John West, Santa Ana College's dean of student
servicoa, acknowledged the decline in minority enroll-
memt but seid, the coalition has misunderstood the

program’s goals and criteria

Source: Los Angeles Times, May 9, 1984,

(/
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West said the program was established in 1981 to help
economically and educationally disadvantaged students
get into college Admittance to the program, which
offers stipends to students, i8 based on family income
and not ethme background, he said.

The dean atinmbuted the dechrung Launc and black
enrcllment to inflation He said incomes have increased
a0 that fewer persons are elgible for the program,
which has a celing of $3,299 mn annual meome for a
family of four

Method Criticized

The minority coaliion also entcized the method by
which the state-funded program idenufies, recruts and
' retains Latino and black students
Amays sad hus group has been diascussing the
-gmrollment 1esue with college officials He termed the
talks cordial “but unproductive * He amd. “We percelve
that they (college admimstrators) do not believe our
~goncern 1o be genwne and worthy of their mterest and
eoncern.” .
West smd the “position (of the coalition members) 18
that they think there are a lot of people waiting Lo go to
Santa Ana College, and if you Just want 1o go and get
them, you have to beat the bushes Hey, we've been
beating the bushes for some time ™
Overall, West sayd, the college 18 domng well in
 Bunonity recruitment. Of the total enroliment of 30,817,
West said, 24% of the students are Launo and 3% are



Education coalition says

aid program

By Jan Norman
Ihe Register

, SANTA ANA — A mmnonty-education
tion has called for a state auditof a
am for low-income students at
ta Ana College, saying the program

Ips too few Hispanics and blacks
. Since 1979, the number and percent-
age of black and Hispanic students re-
seving help through the Extended
Opportunity Programs and Services at
Santa Ana College have declined, while
Asian participation has exploded,
Larry Amaya, chairman of the Orange
County Pro-Education Coalition, said
Tuesday at a news conference

The program was set up by the Legis-
[ature in 1969 to help students who have
:::nomic, language and social difficul-

$

In 1979, the breakdown was 23 5 per-
Bent Hispanic, 75 percent black and
§L.S percent As:an students 1n the pro-

m at Santa Ana College By Novem-

er 1983, the percentages changedto g 6

ent Hispanic, 3 7 percent black, and
percent Asian students

The general population of the Rancho

tiago Community College Districr,
f§bcompassing Santa Ana, Orange and
part of Garden Grove, 1s 31 percent His-
panic, 3 percent black and 5 percent
Aman, according to the coalition

Emlic De La Cruz, program coordi-
sator, said, “'They're right about the

mbers, but when we go out to the

mumty, we do not recruit
ochinese We do not have to They
€ 1n automatically "

Participation 1n the program ‘s
Yased totally on economic need,” dis-
et Chancellor Wilham Wennch « aid
’Fle do not use race as a criterion "’

i Howewer, Ron Dyste, who overgees
¥he $28 million program in the state's 70
dommunity college distnicts, said the
Legislature intended the opportunity
rogram ‘“‘to be an instrument to
achieve affirmative action, and the
§state community college) board of
governers guidelines epcourage 1t "

* The state chancellor’s office has not
decyded whether to audit Santa Ana Col-
Sege’s program because of the coal-
tion’s complaints, he said

is biased

The college program recejved
$285,000 1 state funds for student ad
and 1ts staffl of four full-time wotkers
and three part-time workers for the
1983-84 school vear ,

The program never has been audited,
Dyste said, adding that such an sudit
could result m a loss of funding, al-
though that has never happened

Dyste said he 15 especially concerned
because the number, and not just the
percentage, of Hispanic and black stu-
dents in the program at Santa Ana Col-
lege has dechned

The coahition, which includes seven
Hispanic groups and individual black
members, has tried for eight months to
work privately with college officials
about 1ts concerns, Amaya said

De La Cruz said coalrtion members
had been winvited to help with minonty
student recruiting and to serve on the
program s advisory committee

“I'm alway's open to suggestions and
constructive c¢ricism,” De La Cruz
said ““But = they were just there to
criticize During meetings they kept
shouting and wouldn't let us respond

The group dectded to take 1ts com-
plaints to the public and the state com-
munity college chancellor's office, he
said, "'becanse we think they (college
officials) are playing games with us ™'

The coalition 1s not alleging :illegal
activities, he said, but that Santa Ana
College's program 1s violating its stated
program goal of student enrollment
closer to the general district population

The college’'s program offers assis-
tance on a first-come, first-served basis
and has done a poor job recruibng His-
pamcs and blacks, Amaya sad

Asians ar¢ better organized tn apply-
g for such programs, he said, adding-
that the coalition 1s not advocating less
help for Asians, but greater efforts to”
mclude Hispanics and blacks

Among the coalition’s recommenda-
tions for increasing Hispanic and black
participation are greater outreach to
high schools with the most minority ste-
dents, greater visibility for the colitge
it the minority community and more'
assistance for students in filling out eal-

lege apphcations

Source: Santa Ana Register, May 9, 197874_._
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APPENDIX E

Mutual Resolution of the North Orange County Community College
District and the Rancho Santiago Community College District Concerning
the Commission's Recommendation for Only One New Community
College Campus in Northeastern Orange County, 1977

MUTUAL RESOLUTION

NORTH ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
and
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

WHEREAS, North Orange County Community College District and Rancho
Santiage Community College District have considered the recommendations of
the California Postsecondary Education Commission, and

WHEREAS, the two districts have a long record of cooperative planning
of educational programs and will continue to cooperate in such planning in
ways that best serve individual students, and

WHEREAS, the two districts have entered into an i1nterdistrict attendance
agreement which accomplishes the recommendation of the Commission on this
matter, and

WHEREAS, although there may not be an 1mmediate need for building
facilities at the existing North Orange County third site, that situation
may rapidly change in the years ahead, and

WHEREAS, decisions by the Coastal Commission may cause increased develop-
ment i1nland i1n North Orange County, and

WHEREAS, decisions by the State to protect farmlands from development
may increase the rate of development in the hills of north and east Orange
County and decrease the rate of growth in south-central Orange County, and

WHERFAS, there are demonstrated current facility needs in the Rancho
Santiago Community College District based upon the standards of the California
Community College Facilaities Act, and

WHEREAS, careful examination of the Rancho Santiago Com-mun:ty College
District's site selection process and proposed location of a site in the
east Orange/Anaheim Hi1lls area indicates that the proposed site would meet
the needs of one of the rapidly growing areas of the two districts, and

WHEREAS, the North Orange County Community College District and the
Ranche Sant:ago Community College District, having given full consideration
to the intent of the Commission to ensure regional plan-ning of facilities,
and to provide for the best and most convenient educaticnal opportunity for
individual students,
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT IT IS AGREED THAT the Orange/Canyon
Site proposed by Rancho Santiago Community College District will currently
serve the needs of residents in that growth area and the future development
of facilaities at the North Orange County Community College District's third
site will take place as subsequent need arises.

We hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true and correct copy of
a resolution duly adopted at a regular meeting:

NORTH ORANGE COUNTY RANCHO SANTIAGO
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT CCOMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
BOARD OF TRUSTEES BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Approved: Approved-
{Signed) {S1gned)

President: Richard D. Noble President: Hector G. Godinez
(Signed) (S1gned)

Member: W.C. Burrell, Jr. Member: Mrs. Carol L. Enos

(Signed)

Member: Wallace R. Hardy Member: John L. Dowden
(Signed) {Signed)

Member: Robert G. Hawthorne Member: Richard C. Hernandez
(Signed) (Signed)

Member: Felix S. LeMarainel Member: Rodolfo Montejano
(Si1gned) (Signed)

Member: Mrs. Mary Pat Toups Member Ed S. Taylor

Member: John A White

1T
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